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1.0 INTRODUCTION

On December 4, 2002, the U.S. Environmenta Protection Agency (EPA) proposed national
emission standards for hazardous air pollutants (NESHAP) for Surface Coating of Plastic Parts and
Products. The proposed rule fulfills the requirements of the Clean Air Act (CAA), which requires EPA
to regulate emissions of hazardous air pollutants (HAP) listed in section 112(b) of the CAA.

This document contains summaries of the public comments that EPA received on the December
4, 2002 proposal to establish NESHAP for Surface Coating of Plagtic Parts and Products. In this
document, EPA responds to the public comments. This summary of public comments and EPA
responses serves as the basis for revisions made to the Surface Coating of Plagtic Parts and Products
NESHAP between proposal and promulgation.



2.0 PUBLIC COMMENTS

The EPA received 25 comment letters for the December 4, 2002 proposed rule before the

comment period closed on February 3, 2003. These comments are contained in category 1V-D of

Docket ID No. OAR-2002-0074 (formerly Docket No. A-99-12). Four comments were received

shortly after the February 3, 2003 deadline. These comments are contained in category 1V-G of the

same docket. The commenter, affiliation, and item number in Docket ID No. OAR-2002-0074 are

listed in Table 1.

TABLE 1. DOCKET ID NO. OAR-2002-0074
CATEGORY: IV-D

the Navy (Environment), Washington, DC.

Document | Date Recelved Date of
Number in Docket Commenter, Address, Title or Description, etc. Document
IV-D-01 01-13-03 D. Thorson, Plant Engineer, Strongwell, Chatfield, 01-10-03
MN

IV-D-02 01-28-03 T.P. Fddman, Vice President, Government 02-01-03
Affairs, Nationa Electricad Manufacturers Assoc.
(NEMA), Rosdyn, VA.

IV-D-03 01-31-03 V. Ughetta, Director, Stationary Sources, Alliance 01-31-03
Automobile Manufacturers, Washington, DC.

IV-D-04 01-31-03 E.J. Dey, Industrid Engineer/Environmenta 01-23-03
Compliance Officer, FM Corporation, Rogers,
AR.

IV-D-05 01-31-03 D.R. Schregardus, Deputy Assistant Secretary of 01-31-03




TABLE 1. DOCKET ID NO. OAR-2002-0074 (CONTINUED)
CATEGORY: IV-D

Document | Date Received Date of
Number in Docket Commenter, Address, Title or Description, etc. Document
IV-D-06 01-31-03 A. McMahon, Counsdl, Generd Electric 01-31-03

Company (GE), Mount Vernon, IN.

IV-D-07 02-03-03 C. Kedrowski, Regulatory Affairs Specidist, 3M 01-31-03
Medica Department Corporate Toxicology, St.
Paul, MN.

IV-D-08 02-03-03 T. Norman, S. Engineer, American Airlines 01-31-01
Maintenance and Engineering Center, Tulsa, OK.

IV-D-09 02-03-03 R.M. Clarke, President, Truck Manufacturers 02-03-03
Association, Washington, DC.

IV-D-10 02-03-03 S.F. Belcher, Managing Director, Environmenta 02-03-03
Affarsand Assstant Generd Counsd, Air
Transport Association of America, Washington,

DC.

IV-D-11 02-03-03 J. Trask, Motor and Equipment Manufacturers 02-03-03
Association.

IV-D-12 02-03-03 K. Heyob, Associate Chief Engineer, Honda of 02-03-03

America Manufacturing, Marysville, OH.

IV-D-13 02-03-03 K. Odette, Associate Director of Government 02-03-03
Affars, American Composites Manufacturers
Association, Arlington, VA.

IV-D-14 02-03-03 R. J. Ndson, Senior Director, Environmental 02-03-03
Affarsand A. A. Keane, Counsdl, Government
Affars, The Nationd Paint and Coatings
Association (NPCA).

IV-D-15 02-03-03 J. Sdl, NPCA Senior Counsdl, Addendum to 02-03-03
comments.

IV-D-16 02-03-03 B. Juris, Supervisor, VOC Control Unit, 02-03-03
Engineering Unit, Ohio EPA-DAPC, Columbus,
OH.




TABLE 1. DOCKET ID NO. OAR-2002-0074 (CONTINUED)

CATEGORY: IV-D

Document | Date Recelved Date of
Number in Docket Commenter, Address, Title or Description, etc. Document
IV-D-17 02-03-03 J. M. Pattok, President, J. M. Pattok & 01-31-03
Associates, Orlando, FL.

IV-D-18 02-03-03 C. Johnson, Deputy Commissioner, Office of Air 01-31-03
& Waste Management, NY State Department of
Environmental Conservation, Albany, NY.

IV-D-19 02-03-03 J. McKnight, Director, Environmenta & Safety 02-03-03
Compliance, Nationd Marine Manufacturers
Association, Washington, DC.

IV-D-20 02-03-03 M. C. Frank, Director of Regulatory Affairs, The 01-30-03
Boeing Company, Arlington, VA.

IV-D-21 02-03-03 J. P. McKeon, Assistant Director, Technical 02-03-03
Advisory Services Divison, Business Assstance
Unit, Albany, NY.

IV-D-22 01-28-03 B. Nelson, Fecility Engineer, Kawasaki Motors 01-28-03
Manufacturing

IV-D-23 01-28-03 D.C. Anderson, Senior Industrial Engineer, 01-28-03
Lexamar Corp.

IV-D-24 02-03-03 P.A. Bennett, Jr., Corporate HSE Director, 02-03-03
Molded Fiber Glass Companies

IV-D-25 02-03-03 M. Shanahan, Chairman, SBO/SBAP Nationa 02-03-03

Steering Committee, Columbus, OH




TABLE 1. DOCKET ID NO. OAR-2002-0074

CATEGORY: IV-G

Compliance, Hatteras, New Bern, NC.

Document Date Commenter, Address, Title or Description, Date of
Number Received in etc. Document
Docket

IV-G-01 02-04-03 B. A. Hopkins, Vice President, Standards and 02-03-03
Education, Recregtion Vehicle Industry
Asociation (RVIA).

IV-G-02 02-04-03 G. Cohen, Executive Director, RADTECH, Chevy | 02-04-03
Chase, MD.

IV-G-03 02-06-03 R. L. Wright, Staff Engineer, Ashland Inc., 01-29-03
Columbus, OH.

IV-G-04 02-07-03 L. Joyner, Manager, Safety and Regulatory 01-31-03




3.0 MACT FLOOR

Comment: Two commenters (I1V-D-03, 1V-D-16) questioned EPA’ s approach to divide HAP
emissions evenly among the spray booth, flash-off, and curing ovens for those facilities that did not
supply specific information. The commenters (IV-D-03, 1V-D-16) argued that the mgority of
emissions occur in the spray booth. One commenter (1V-D-16) stated that according to AP-42,
Section 4.2.2.14.2 pertaining to coating plastic surfaces of business machines, “... for an average
coating operation, about 80 percent is emitted from the spray booth, 10 percent from flashoff, and 10
percent from the oven or drying area.” Both commenters state that these estimates affect the cost of
add-on control, basdine emissons, and HAP reductions from the rule.

One of the commenters (1V-D-03) adso questioned EPA’ s assumption that a permanent total
enclosure has a 100-percent capture efficiency and noted that such an assumption can have amagjor
impact on the emisson leve for afacility and on the leve of the proposed floor. The commenter (1V-
D-03) argued that these two assumptions could have understated the HAP emissions of some facilities
by as much as 30 percent, but provided no supporting andysis for this statement.

Response: The assumption used in the MACT andysisthat a permanent tota enclosure has a
capture efficiency of 100 percent is consstent with the test methods that are specified in the find rule.
According to EPA Method 204 of Appendix M to 40 CFR part 51, afacility may assume that an
enclosure has 100-percent capture efficiency if it meets the definition of a permanent tota enclosure.
Otherwise, afacility must measure the actua capture efficiency of the enclosure. Inthe MACT floor
andysis, we assumed that an enclosure would meet the definition of a permanent total enclosureif a
coating operation was described as "fully enclosed” in the survey response, and there was no actua
measure of the capture efficiency. Whenever afacility reported actud capture efficiency data, we used
their data rather than the 100-percent assumption. This 100-percent assumption was madein only a
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few cases, because only afew facilities reported full enclosure. In addition, asindicated in the MACT
Floor memo, we reviewed facilities in the floors for each subcategory prior to proposd, and adjusted
the capture rate for three facilities that reported full enclosure but have conveyorized processes with
large openings in the enclosures. A 65-percent capture assumption was made for these facilities based
on test deta for one of them.

We have reviewed those MACT floor facilities that use emission capture systems and add-on
controlsto see if changing the assumptionsin the percent of emissions that occur in each of the three
aress (application, flash-off, and curing) or capture efficiency would affect the results of the MACT
floor andyss. No facilities in the assembled on-road vehicle (AORV) subcategory use add-on
controls. Only two facilities among the 21 facilities in the generd-use MACT floor use add-on
controls; the data for one facility (PPP121) is confidentia business information (CBI). At the second
facility (PPP222), the coating application, flash-off, and curing operations are fully enclosed and vented
to acontrol device. For thisfacility, changing the assumptions would have no effect on emissons and
the MACT floor. Changing the assumptions for the one facility that is CBI would dso have no effect
on the generd use MACT floor.

Onefacility (PPP530) in the automotive lamp subcategory has add-on controls for some, but
not al, of the coating operations. For the controlled coating operations, at least two of the three areas
(e.., application and curing) are fully enclosed and vented to the control device. The controlled areas
represent 67 percent of emissons using the assumptionsin the origind MACT floor analyss, or 90
percent of emissons using the emission profile from AP-42 (80 percent of emissions from curing and 10
percent each from flash-off and curing). Changing the assumptions for the controlled coating operations
(i.e,, from 67 percent of emissions captured to 90 percent) at this one facility does not affect the
outcome of the MACT floor andysis for this subcategory.

Three facilitiesin the thermoplastic olefin (TPO) subcategory use add-on controls. For two
facilities (PPP124 and ASC0009), detailed capture efficiency data were provided by the commenters
and these data are reflected in the find emission limits for this subcategory. The third facility
(PPP447B) has an add-on control for some, but not all, of the coating operations. As described in the
previous paragraph for the automotive lamp subcategory, changing the assumptions for the controlled



coating operations at the third facility does not affect the outcome of the MACT floor andysisfor this
subcategory.

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-03) questioned the fact that EPA found that one of the floor
facilities in the generd use subcategory only achieved 65 percent capture efficiency despite the use of a
full enclosure. The commenter (1V-D-03) aso questioned EPA’ s assumption of 66-percent capture
efficiency for emissions from cleaning operations, unless the capture efficiency was specified by the
facility. The commenter (IV-D-03) noted that they have performed anayses over the past severa
years that show that these assumptions can affect the accuracy of the facility data used to develop the
MACT limits and the limits themsdlves.

Response: As noted in the response to the previous comment in this section, we assumed 100-
percent capture efficiency if a coating operation was fully enclosed unless other information, such asa
measure of actua capture efficiency were available. In the case of the floor facility described by the
commenter (ASC0009), subsequent contact with the facility indicated that the enclosure did not meet
the definition of atotal enclosure because of large openings to dlow passage of conveyors, and the
capture efficiency used in the MACT floor andysis was based on a performance test. (See Docket
item [1-E-12.) In addition, a more detailed emisson estimate for thisfacility was provided by the
commenter (1V-D-03) and this emisson estimate was used in determining the find emission limit for the
TPO subcategory, which is the subcategory in which this facility isincluded.

Very few facilitiesin the plastic parts database reported any use of capture systems and add-on
controls for cleaning operations and the assumption used for the capture efficiency of enclosures on
cleaning operations would not affect the results of the MACT andlyss. Asdescribed in section 6.2 of
the MACT Floor Memo?, if afacility did not provide a specific measurement of capture efficiency, we
used the type of enclosure reported to determine an assumed capture efficiency for caculating the
overal HAP reduction achieved for the add-on control. A PTE was assumed to achieve 100 percent

Memorandum from Christy Burlew, Eastern Research Group (ERG), Morrisville, to Kim Ted,
U.S. EPA/OAQPS/CCPG, September 2002; Determination of Maximum Achievable Control
Technology (MACT) FHoor for New and Exigting Sources in the General Use Coating, Thermaoplagtic
Olefin (TPO) Coating, and Headlamp Coating Subcategories of the Plastic Parts and Products Surface
Coating Source Category.



capture. For the purposes of analysis, those facilities that indicated on the ICR survey that an operation
was “fully enclosed” was assumed to have aPTE. A three-quarter enclosure was assumed to achieve
66 percent capture. Since controlled cleaning operations were not reported as fully enclosed, we
assumed 66 percent capture.

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-24) requested that the rule be revised to either exempt
solvent blends from HAP limits or change the MACT floorsto reflect the default HAP contents. The
commenter (1V-D-24) noted that when facilities provided EPA with coating data they were not aware
that blended solvents contained HAP, and therefore did not report any HAP content in these materias.
Therefore, using the default HAP contentsin the rule to determine compliance is not consstent with the
MACT floor.

One commenter (1V-D-23) requested that EPA verify that the manner in which solvent blends
were accounted for in the database is congstent with the default HAP fractions for solvent blendsin
Tables 3 and 4 of therule. Another commenter (IV-G-01) estimates that the Recreationd Vehicle
Industry Association (RVIA) database they provided to EPA does not address solvent blends and may
underestimate HAP emissions per |b solids by 5 percent. Another commenter (1V-D-13) noted that
solvent blends were not considered in setting the MACT floor and suggested that ether the proposed
emisson limits should be adjusted to reflect the HAP contained in solvent blends; or these solvent
blends should be exempt from the emisson limits.

Response: When we andlyzed the data provided to usin establishing the MACT floor for the
generd use, automotive lamp, and TPO subcategories, we accounted for the HAP in solvent blends,
congstent with Tables 3 and 4 in thefind rule. Therefore, no adjustments to the proposed limits are
necessary to account for the HAP in solvent blends.

For the AORV subcategory, the proposed limits are based on data provided to EPA by the
RVIA. We have reviewed more detailed HAP data from EPA surveys for four sourcesin the AORV
subcategory. Based on these data, the HAP from solvent blends accounts for only about 0.1 percent
of al HAP emitted from the coating operations a these facilities. Therefore, no adjustment in the
emission limit for the AORV subcategory is needed to account for the HAP in solvent blends that will
be included in the compliance caculations.



Comment: Two commenters (1V-D-03, 1V-D-15, 1V-D-23) suggested that the survey data
were not complete enough to accurately portray the facilities in the TPO subcategory and their cleaning
operaions. One commenter (IV-D-03) noted that throughout the rule development process, EPA has
had to revise the MACT floor database to address concerns from stakeholders about the quality of the
data and to reconcile differences among data from separate surveys for different source categories (i.e.,
plastic parts, meta parts, reinforced plastic composites, and automobile and light duty truck
manufacturing). The other commenter (IV-D-15) clamed that EPA has failed to incorporate additiona
information provided by stakeholders, particularly for TPO and cleaning data. As aresult, the
commenter stated some of the proposed limits will be technically infeasble. The commenter ingsted
that EPA correct the data and revise the MACT floor accordingly.

One commenter (IV-D-03) expressed concern that the database contained errors that were
gtill undetected due to the assumptions used by EPA when developing the MACT database. The
commenter (1V-D-03) noted that EPA made corrections to the database for materias that were not
linked to a specific coating scenario only if those unlinked materids affected the source-wide emisson
rate by more than 10 percent. The commenter (1V-D-03) argued that a 10-percent value can be the
margin used a many facilities to assure compliance and that “it is likely that achievability with the
proposed standards will be affected, if not compromised” at those facilities for which EPA did not
make corrections.

The commenter (1V-D-03) went on to argue that it is not possible for EPA to perform enough
checksto iminate or resolve dl of the problemsin the database. To addressthisissue, the two
commenters (1V-D-03, IV-D-15) recommended adding a 20-percent correction factor to the
proposed emission limits to account for two variables. The correction factor should include 10 percent
to account for the fact that EPA did not correct the database for materids that were not linked to a
specific coating scenario if those unlinked materids affected the source-wide emission rate by 10
percent or less. The correction factor should also include 10 percent to reflect the fact that EPA
assumptions for add-on control capture and destruction efficiency understated HAP emissions.

The commenter (IV-D-03) aso noted that errors were sill present in the database at the time
of proposa. The commenter (1V-D-03) reported that they have detected an error in the emission
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estimate for the Lexamar facility in the TPO subcategory. According to the commenter (1V-D-03), one
cleaning materid that is 100-percent HAP was not included in the facility’ s emission estimate. When
this materid isincluded, the emission rate for thet facility changes from 0.167 Ib HAP per |b solids to
0.221 Ib HAP per Ib solids. Two commenter (1V-D-03, 1V-D-23) provided the following corrections:

. The TPO emission rate for the Lexamar facility in the floor database should be revised
upward from 0.17 Ib/lb to 0.221 Ib/lb.

. The TPO emission rate for the NUMMI facility in the floor database should be revised

upward from 0.203 |b/lb to 0.246 Ib/lb.

The commenter (1V-D-03) noted that these changes affect both the existing source and new
source levels, snce Lexamar was formerly the lowest emitting facility. The commenter (1V-D-03)
assarted that isit now uncertain which facility in the TPO subcategory is the best performing smilar
source. According to the commenter (1V-D-03), the revised data for the TPO floor facilities requires
EPA to re-evauate the TPO emission limits for both new and existing sources.

The commenter (IV-D-03) argued that due to database problems and errors, the proposed
emisson limit for TPO surface coating operations is more stringent than what the existing sourcesin the
top 12 percent can achieve on aregular basis without additiond controls or magjor modifications. The
commenter (IV-D-03) asserted that the Honda-Marysville plant can achieve the proposed limit, but
only because an add-on control system was ingtaled after the ICR information was submitted to EPA.

The same commenter (1V-D-03) dso argued that the generd use limit is not technicaly
supportable. The commenter (IV-D-03) argued that the database to support the proposed limit for the
genera use subcategory has the same types of problems as the TPO database, according to the
technical support document. The commenter (1V-D-03) aso stated that the generd use database had
not been subject to the same degree of analysis as the TPO database, so some problems are probably
dill not known.

Response: We have evauated the additiond data provided on the sourcesin the TPO
subcategory and have corrected the emission rates for these sources where appropriate, and
reca culated the MACT floor (the average emission rate of the best-performing five sources for existing
sources). Thefina emisson TPO limits reflect those changes, and are higher than the proposed
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emisson limits for new and existing sources. The find emission limits <o reflect the fact that the Honda
Marysville plant and Honda East Liberty plant are now treated as asingle facility in the MACT andyss.
Worthington Custom Plagtics, Inc. was added as the fifth source in the MACT andysisfor the TPO
subcategory.

In addition, the data and andysis for each of the MACT floor facilities for each subcategory
were checked againgt the origina survey response for each facility and no other corrections were
identified that would warrant additional changesto the limits. This check aso accounted for any
codings that may have been "unlinked" to specific coating scenarios at facilitiesin the MACT floor
andyss. Since we have adopted the specific data corrections noted by the commenters and have
confirmed the other data used in establishing the emission limits for each subcategory, we see no need
to increase the limits by 20 percent, as suggested by the commenters.

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-03) concluded that the existing source TPO standards are,
in fact, more stringent than the floor since they can only be achieved usng what EPA has concluded are
“above-the-floor” technologies. The commenter (1V-D-03) noted that some floor facilities employ
either waterborne coating technology or add-on controls to reduce emissions from TPO coating
operations and this has a significant effect on the average MACT floor emisson rate. The commenter
(I'V-D-03) aso noted that EPA concludes that both waterborne coatings and add-on controls should
not be the basis of a stlandard more stringent than the MACT floor for existing sources. Findly, the
commenter (1V-D-03) argued that for existing sources to meet the proposed existing source limit, they
will need to adopt elther waterborne coatings or add-on controls, which EPA has concluded were not
viable for the range of exigting sources.

Response: We disagree with the commenter that the TPO emission limits should be revised to
exclude sources using waterborne coatings or add-on controls. The commenter provided no data or
information that would indicate that these sources should be put into a separate subcategory or subject
to a separate emission limit from those that are using solventborne coatings. The products being coated
by the lower-emitting "MACT floor" facilities are smilar to those being coated by the rest of the
sources in the subcategory. Therefore, these sources need to be included in the MACT floor analysis
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for TPO coeting, and the emission limit for existing TPO sources can be no less stringent than the
average emission limit of the five best controlled sources.

Exiding fadilities have the flexibility to meet the TPO emisson limitsin avariety of ways,
including use of waterborne coatings, use of other low-HAP coating or cleaning materias, add-on
controls, or acombination of these. In addition, the find rule includes a compliance dternative for
facilities subject to the Automobiles and Light-Duty Trucks NESHAP where compliance with the
requirements of the Automobiles and Light-Duty Trucks NESHAP for the surface coating of al your
plastic parts used in automobile or light-duty truck manufacturing condtitutes compliance with thisrule.
Thefind rule dso indudes a predominant activity compliance dternative suggested by commenters as
an dternative for TPO sources that are located at facilities that are dso subject to other surface coating
NESHAP, and ds0 indudes the dternative of cdculaing afacility-gpecific emisson limit for facilities
that are subject to more than one subcategory emission limit or to more than one NESHAP. These
three dternatives that were not included in the proposed rule will increase the compliance flexibility for
facilities that are potentialy subject to the TPO emission limits.

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-03) noted that EPA divided HAP emissons from cleaning
operations among different subcategories at the same facility according to the HAP emissions from each
subcategory at afacility, but it is unclear whether the alocation was based on the HAP content of the
coatings or HAP emissions (i.e., taking into account controls). The commenter sated that EPA’s own
andysis showsthereis no relaion between the HAP content of the coatings and the HAP content of
the cleaning materials. The commenter noted that they have recently notified EPA that the emisson
rates for saverd TPO floor fadilities, including cleaning, should be revised.

The commenter (IV-D-03) argued that EPA should remove cleaning from the limits for TPO
and generd use coating operations because of the data uncertainties and instead require work
practices. The commenter noted that 863.4493 of the rule requires awork practices plan to reduce
emissons from mixing operations, storage tanks, and handling operations for coatings, thinners, cleaning
materias, and waste materials when add-on controls are used. The commenter suggested these

provisions could be amended to address cleaning operations. A second commenter (IV-D-15)
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supported extracting the cleaning data from the floors and using work practicesto limit emissons from
deaning.

The commenter (1V-D-03) aso noted that since cleaning solvents contain no solids, they would
increase HAP emissons without adding to solids in the denominator of the compliance determination,
making compliance difficult even if afacility useslow-HAP coatings or add-on controls.

The commenter (1V-D-03) also noted that there is no precedent for including cleaning solvents
in emisson limitsin State rules limiting VOC emissons from coeting operations. The commenter (IV-D-
03) added that if EPA decidesto include cleaning in the emission limits, the TPO standard should be
revised upward by 20 percent Since cleaning emissions cannot be accurately quantified.

Findly, the commenter (1V-D-03) noted that even though EPA had data on the amount of
cleaners used and their HAP contents for the auto/light duty truck rule, EPA could not quantify how
much of these HAP emissions were captured and controlled and could not determine an emission limit
representing MACT for cleaning. The commenter (1V-D-03) noted that the same facilities in the TPO
floor are dso in the auto/light duty truck database, and questioned how EPA could have developed a
reliable cleaning limit for TPO without doing the same for the auto/light duty truck rule.

Response: Thefind rule includes HAP from cleaning solventsin the emisson limits. The
MACT floor survey collected data on HAP from cleaning solvent operations. In severd cases, those
datafor the TPO MACT floor facilities have been revised in response to additiona data from the
commenter and these changes are reflected in the emisson limitsin the find rule. We have dso
reviewed the cleaning data for the generd use MACT floor facilities and found no reason to revise the
cleaning emission estimates for any of these fadilities. These generd use floor facilities generaly did not
overlap with the other subcategories so no assumptions were needed to allocate cleaning among
different subcategories. We have no other reason to believe that additional changes are needed in the
emission limits to address any remaining uncertainty in the emisson estimates from cleaning.

The issues associated with the Automobiles and Light Duty Trucks NESHAP cleaning data
were not present in the plastic parts database. For four of the five sourcesin the find TPO MACT
floor database, the cleaning data were either reported in the survey for just the TPO coating operations,
or they were confirmed and corrected by the facility in the public comments submitted after proposa.
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The EPA had to estimate cleaning emissions alocated to the TPO coating operations for only one
source (Worthington Custom Plagtics, Inc.) in the find MACT andysis. The alocation was based on
the total HAP content of the coatings, not emissions. We do not fed that the use of this one estimate
warrants changing from anumerica emisson limit to awork practice requirement for al cleaning
operations.

We disagree with the commenter that State VOC limits establish arelevant precedent for
dandards to limit HAP emissions under section 112 of the CAA. Given the avallable deta, it is not
appropriate to set work practices for cleaning instead of emisson limitsfor cleaning. Under section
112 of the CAA, work-practice standards can be set only if it is not feasible to prescribe or enforce an
emission standard. For plagtic parts and products, we have enough information to develop emission
gandards that include cleaning. The MACT floor and emission limits were determined based on actua
data, including detailed cleaning solvent data, for the best 12 percent (or best five) sourcesin each
subcategory. The limits are not based on State rules.

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-13) argued that when coating supplier data are reported as
arange, compliance should be based on average vaues for reported HAP content and coating density,
and not on the maximum. According to the commenter, the facilities that provided information to EPA
were ingructed to provide the average vaue for HAP content and density when those data were
reported as arange on product data sheets or materia safety data sheets (MSDS), and that EPA used
averages to develop the MACT emission limits. However, the commenter noted that the proposed rule
requires sources to use the maximum reported values when demondirating compliance. This approach
would effectively make the emisson limits more stringent than the MACT “floor” leve of control. The
commenter noted that EPA performed no “ above the floor” analysis to support this gpproach asis
required by the CAA. Findly, the commenter stated that requiring sources to use the maximum rather
than the average would require sources to obtain more MSDS, such as a separate MSDS for each
color of aparticular type of coating.

Response: We disagree with the commenter that the plagtic parts surface coating survey form
requested an average HAP content and coating dendity and that the proposed rule would have required

using the maximumsiif these were provided as ranges by a materid supplier. Form B of the plastic
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parts survey has only one space for the weight percent of each HAP or VOC ingredient and density,
and the ingtructions do not specificaly request minimum, maximum, or average vaues for these
variables. In the data collected by the survey, about 20 percent of the 16,000 rows of datafor HAP or
VOC ingredients were reported as arange. Most ranges were narrow.  Of this 20 percent, only

5 percent of the reported ranges had a difference of more than 5 percent between the minimum and
maximum values. All dendty was reported and entered asasingle value. Inthe andyss, EPA used the
midpoint of the range if HAP content was reported as arange.

Section 63.4541(a) of the proposed and find rule specifies the different methods a facility may
use in determining HAP content. This section does not specify whether to use the average or maximum
of arange. If arange of HAP weight percent is presented in formulation data by a materid supplier, it
is up to the user of those data to determine the appropriate vaue to use in compliance caculations. Itis
important to remember, however, that in the event of any inconsistency between formulation data and
Method 311 measurements of HAP content, the Method 311 test results will take precedence unless
the user can demondirate that the formulation data were correct.

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-13) asked whether EPA had considered HAP retention in
reective coatingsin developing the MACT emission limits. The commenter suggested that, if EPA did
not, then the MACT floor emission limits would be higher then if HAP retention in reactive coatings had
been accounted for.

Response: The MACT floor andysis did not account for HAP retention in reactive coatings.
Datafor the fractions of HAP emitted and retained were not available in the survey data. However, a
qualitative review of the data for the MACT floor facilitiesin each subcategory indicates that reective
coatings accounted for asmall percentage of coatings used. Therefore, accounting for HAP retained in
reactive coatings would have had no measurable effect on the proposed and fina emission limits. As
described in the response to comments in section 13.0 of this document, the find rule includes an

dternative test method for determining the HAP emissons from reective adhesives.
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4.0 OPTIONS MORE STRINGENT THAN THE MACT FLOOR

Comment: One commenter (1V-G-02) bdievesthat the discussion of ultraviolet/electron beam
(UV/EB) cured coatings as a beyond-the-floor option for the headlamp subcategory fasely givesthe
impression that the technology involves* costly retrofits’ and leads to decreased productivity. The
commenter provided copies of severd documents, including journd articles, EPA technica bulletins,
and case sudies to demongtrate that UV curing is highly cost competitive in many plastics coating
gpplications. The commenter stated that EPA should correct thisinaccuracy in the public record. The
articles were not specific to headlamp coating.

Response: The EPA agrees with the commenter that the use of UV/EB technology does not
necessarily require codtly retrofits or lead to decreased productivity. As described in the preambleto
the proposed rule, the EPA concluded that UV/EB technology should not be the basis for the standard
for dl existing sources in the automotive lamp subcategory (formerly called the headlamp subcategory).
(See 67 FR 72291-72292, December 4, 2002.) Existing sources often have unique site-specific
congraints, and some existing sources could have substantia costs associated with retrofitting a
different coating technology. We found that the incrementa emission reduction of requiring a beyond-
the-floor option would be rdaively smdl, and without having information on the benefits that it would
achieve, an additiona cost of going beyond the floor was not warranted at thistime. The information
provided by the commenter was not specific to automotive lamp facilitiesand would not judtify a
change in that conclusion.

The EPA agrees with the commenter that UV/EB technology is technicaly feasible for many
coating operations, and the emission limits for new source automotive lamp coating operations is based
on afadlity usng EB technology. Thereisnothing in the find rule that would prevent afacility from
using UV/EB technology to comply with any of the subcategory emission limits. The EPA expects that
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many new and exidting pladtic part facilities may, in fact, adopt this technology as part of ther
compliance drategy.
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5.0 UNITSFOR THE NUMERICAL EMISSION LIMITS

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-05) stated that rules applicable to Department of Defense
(DoD) coating operations should be in mass of VOC per volume of coating, usng VOC as a surrogate
for HAP for severd reasons. Firg, the aerospace and shipbuilding surface coating rules to which many
DoD facilities are subject are dready in these units. Second, DoD suppliers are under contractual
agreement to provide coatings that meet emission limitsin these units for coatings that are subject to
emisson limitsin State rules and in the aerospace and shipbuilding rules. Findly, most DoD coatings
have aHAP.VOC ratio close to 1.0; therefore, VOC isagood indicator of HAP adirect linear
relationship exists between VOC per gdlon coating and HAP per unit solids for any given coating
formulation. The commenter aso noted that, for various reason, DoD facilities will have to select from
exiging codings, rather than reformulate coatings to comply with emisson limits. Therefore, developing
new emission limitsin other units (e.g., mass HAP per mass solids) will have little effect on emissons.

Response: The EPA will be developing a separate NESHAP for Department of Defense
coating operations that are not currently covered by the Aerospace Manufacturing and Rework
NESHAP or the Shipbuilding and Ship Repair NESHAP. These comments on the format of the
emission limitswill be taken into consderation in the development of that NESHAP.

Comment: Two commenters (1V-D-15, 1V-G-01) supported the format of [b of HAP per |b of
solids used because this metric is readily available from the manufacturers, is based on ardiable test
method, and is more universaly used by the industry. One commenter (1V-D-15) objected to the use
of Ib of HAP per gdlon coating solidsin coating rules. The commenter submitted the comments on the
proposed Miscellaneous Metal Parts and Products NESHAP and cited concerns for using Ib of HAP
per gdlon coating solids for that rule.
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Response: The EPA agrees with the commenters that 1b of organic HAP per |b of solids used
is the gppropriate format for the emisson limits for the plagtic parts surface coating rule, based on the
data that were available for these coating operations. We do not agree with the comment that Ib
organic HAP per gdlon coating solids is inappropriate for other surface coating rules. The EPA's
response to the comments on the use of b of organic HAP per gdlon coating solids in other rulesis
discussed in the Technical Support Document, comment response document, and preamble to the find
Miscellaneous Meta Parts and Products NESHAP and other coating rules using that same format.

20



6.0 OVERLAPWITH RULES FOR OTHER
SURFACE COATING SOURCE CATEGORIES

6.1 Department of Defense Coatings

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-05) stated that EPA should establish a separate source
category for DoD surface coating operations not covered by the Aerospace or Shipbuilding and Ship
Repair NESHAP (40 CFR part 63, subparts GG and 11, respectively) and exempt these coating
operations from the fina rule. The commenter claimed that the proposed compliance options would be
impractical and extremely codtly for DoD facilities because of the complexity of military coating
operations, the number of coatings and solvents used, and the number of different items and substrates
coated. Many DoD ingdlations (especidly those that service or remanufacture artillery, armored
vehicles, wegpons systems, and support equipment) use thousands of different coatings, and each
materid is subject to its own military specification.

Because DaoD facilities use HAP-containing solvents, the commenter (IV-D-05) clamed they
could not use the proposed compliant materids option. Reformulating solvents or coatings requires
extensve fidd testing before they can be gpproved for usein tactica field equipment and weapons
sysems. In addition, updating the coatings for which there isamilitary specification requires updating
the documentation gpplicable to military specification and the documentation for the relevant equipment
and wegpons systems that adopt that military specification.

According to the commenter (1V-D-05), the proposed emission rate option and the add-on
controls option are not feasible because they would require DoD to be able to accurately track the
amount of coating or cleaning solvent used on each item or substrate. As noted above, DoD
ingallations may use thousands of different coatings on avariety of subdtrates, including metd, pladtic,
ceramics, rubber, fabric, wood, and composites.
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The commenter (1V-D-05) requested a separate source category so that emisson limitsand a
regulatory format could be developed that would be most appropriate for military coating needs. The
commenter claimed that a separate rule aso would ensure that dl DoD coatings could comply with
emission limits using the same units of measure. The commenter noted that DoD facilities use many of
the same high performance coatings on plastic and meta items and substrates, and they could be
potentialy regulated by both the Plagtic Parts NESHAP and the Miscellaneous Metal Parts NESHAP.

The commenter (IV-D-05) dso argued that EPA should exempt DoD munitions manufacturing

from dl surface coating NESHAP for severd reasons

. Munitions have unique coating specificaions that relate directly to performance and
safety (severad examples were provided).

. Deveoping and quaifying compliant coatings, if possible, would require more time than
alowed under the Clean Air Act (i.e, greater than 3 years).

. The mix of munitions that are produced change frequently. These changes are
unpredictable and dictated by world events and would prevent compliance using either
the averaging or add-on control options.

Response: After severd viststo DoD surface coating operations and meetings with DoD
stakeholders, EPA agrees that a separate source category for DoD surface coating operationsis
warranted. One factor that we consdered in this decison is the unique military specifications for
coatings used on tactica and other military equipment. Further data collection and analysisisrequired
to determine what emission limits are achievable for these coating operations. Another factor that we
consdered is the issue that military facilities may use thousands of different coatings, and that the types
of equipment that are coated and the types of coatings used in agiven time period are unpredictable
and often influenced by world events. Further andlyssis needed to determine what emission limit
formats and compliance demonstration and recordkeeping are practicd for this type of situation.
Another congderation was the high probability that these facilities would be subject to multiple
NESHAP.

The EPA will be developing a separate NESHAP for "Defense Land Systems and
Miscellaneous Equipment” surface coating operations. That NESHAP will include operations that do
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not meet the gpplicability criteria of the Aerogpace Manufacturing and Rework NESHAP or the
Shipbuilding and Ship Repair NESHAP. The comments pertaining to the formet of the standard and
gppropriate compliance options will be taken into consderation in the development of that NESHAP.
The development of the NESHAP for Defense Land Systems and Miscdllaneous Equipment surface
coating operations will aso more closdy examine the issue of surface coating operations for military

munitions manufacturing.

6.2 Exclusion of Activities Subject to Other Surface Coating NESHAP

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-06) requested that surface coating of plastic subject to the
Paper and Other Web Coating NESHAP (40 CFR part 63, subpart J11J) be included in the list of
coating operations that are exempt from the find rule.

Response: Thefind rule specificaly exempts the surface coating of plastic usng aweb process
that meets that applicability criteriafor the Paper and Other Web Coating NESHAP (subpart J33J).
The EPA agreesthat coating activities that are dready subject to the Paper and Other Web Coating
NESHAP should not be subject to additiond regulation under thefind rule. This change will darify the
applicability of both NESHAP.

Comment: Severa commenters (IV-D-05, IV-D-06, 1V-D-08, 1V-D-10, 1V-D-20)
requested that EPA clarify that the Aerospace Manufacturing and Rework NESHAP (40 CFR part 63,
subpart GG), rather than subpart PPPP covers the surface coating of parts necessary for the proper
functioning of arcraft. The commenters requested that the find rule clarify that al aerospace codting,
cleaning, and depainting activities are subject to the Aerogpace Manufacturing and Rework NESHAP
and exempt from subpart PPPP. The commenters stated that the proposal preamble indicated that
coating activity exempted from the Aerogpace Manufacturing and Rework NESHAP would be subject
to the NESHAP. The commenters argued that the Aerospace Manufacturing and Rework NESHAP
found that MACT controls were not warranted for certain aerospace surface coating operations and
that regulating these operations under the find rule would be an unexplained change in policy. The
commenters maintained that EPA has not demonstrated that the aerospace rework industry can codt-
effectively achieve the generd use emisson limit. Findly, the commenters noted that many coatings for
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plastic surfaces and parts associated with the interior of aircraft must meet Federd Aviation
Adminigtration or Origind Equipment Manufacturer specifications and meet one of the definitions of
specidty coatingsin Appendix A to the Aerogpace Manufacturing and Rework NESHAP.

Another commenter (1V-D-03) suggested thet the find rule include an dternative compliance
option for facilities subject to the find NESHAP under development for the surface coating of
automobiles and light-duty trucks that dso coat plagtic parts. The commenter noted that some
automobile and light- duty truck facilitieswill be subject to the find rule for plagtic parts codting, the
Automobiles and Light-Duty Trucks NESHAP, and the Miscellaneous Metdl Parts and Products
NESHAP. The commenter suggested that a source be alowed to comply with the find NESHAP for
automobiles and light-duty trucks for al coating operationsif the principle activity is the surface coating
of automobile and light-duty truck bodies. The commenter noted that the plastic and meta parts
coating operations are often integrated with the body coating operations, since dl three coating
operaions may share common coating supplies, goplication equipment, cleaning solvents, and emission
controls. In addition, unlike ajob shop, the plastic parts are being coated specifically for incorporation
into the final sdeable product. According to the commenter, the shared equipment and materials could
make tracking separate compliance for each NESHAP overly burdensome and would reduce the
certainty of compliance.

One commenter (1V-D-05) requested that EPA clarify that no shipbuilding or ship repair
surface coating operations are subject to the final rule or any other NESHAP, except the Shipbuilding
and Ship Repair NESHAP (40 CFR part 63, subpart I1). The commenter noted that the Shipbuilding
and Ship Repair NESHAP covers only paints and thinners, and does not cover caulks, sealants, and
adhesives. Sincethe fina rule covers al coating materias, the commenter was concerned that the rule
will cover those materias that were not specificaly addressed by the Shipbuilding and Ship Repair
NESHAP and will make shipbuilding and ship repair facilities subject to multiple NESHAP.

Response: We agree with the commenter that coating operations that are addressed in the
Aerogpace Manufacturing and Rework NESHAP, and for which EPA determined that MACT controls
were not needed, are not intended to be regulated under the Plastic Parts and Products NESHAP. To
clarify thisintent, the fina plagtic parts rule includes a provision that pecifies that the find rule does not
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apply to coatings that meet the gpplicability criteriafor the Aerospace Manufacturing and Rework
NESHAP (40 CFR part 63, subpart GG). In addition, the final rule excludes the application of
specidty coatings, as defined in gppendix A to subpart GG, to plagtic parts of aerospace vehicles or
components.

The coating of plastic parts that would not meet the gpplicability of the Aerospace
Manufacturing and Rework NESHAP or that would not require any of the specidty coatings defined in
gppendix A to 40 CFR part 63, subpart GG would be subject to the plastic partsfina rule,
Information provided during the comment period indicates that any miscellaneous plagtic coating
activitieswould comprise less than 5 percent of total coating activities at an aerospace facility.
Consequently, the facility could eect to comply with the predominant activity compliance dternative to
reduce its recordkeeping and reporting burden.

We agree that the fina rule for the surface coating of plastic partsis not intended to apply to
coating operations that meet the applicability criteria of the Shipbuilding and Ship Repair NESHAP.
Although the Shipbuilding and Ship Repair NESHAP did not establish emission limits for sedants,
caulks, and adhesives used in shipbuilding or ship repair, such types of coatings used for shipbuilding or
repair operations are more appropriately addressed under the Shipbuilding and Ship Repair NESHAP.
The review of the Shipbuilding and Ship Repair NESHAP, required by section 112(d)(6)of the CAA,
is an gppropriate mechanism for evauating whether emission limits are needed for sedants, caulks, and
adhesives used in shipbuilding or ship repair. Based on thisinformetion, the fina plagtic partsrule
contains an exclusion for surface coating of plastic components of ships that meet the applicability
criteria of the Shipbuilding and Ship Repair NESHAP.

For sources that will be subject to the find Automobiles and Light-Duty Trucks NESHAP, the
find plagtic parts and products rule includes a provision to mitigeate the overlap a these facilities. For
these plagtic part surface coating operations, a facility has the option to comply with the requirements of
the fina Automobiles and Light-Duty Trucks NESHAP aslong as the plagtic parts are for usein
automobiles or light-duty trucks. Surface coating operations for other plastic parts (such as those for
motor cycles or lawn mowers) at the same facility will sill be subject to the plagtic partsrule.
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Comment: Two commenters (IV-D-19, IV-G-04) supported the exemption of surface coating
of fiberglass boats and boat parts a facilities meeting the applicability criteria of the boat manufacturing
NESHAP (40 CFR 63, subpart VVVV). One commenter (IV-G-04) noted that few major source
boat manufacturing facilities have coating operations and these are not comparable in scope to the
operations and gpplicable control techniques found in the facilities meeting the applicability criteria of
the plastic parts NESHAP. The second commenter (1V-D-19) noted that there are a small number of
plastic coating processes and the level of HAP found in the coatings are often below the limitsin the
rule. Therefore, the commenter (IV-D-19) concluded that regulating the plastic coating in boat
manufacturing would present only a recordkeeping and reporting burden with no environmental benefit.

Response: Thefind rule does not apply to boats or plagtic parts of boats (including, but not
limited to the use of assembly adhesives) where the facility meets the gpplicability criteria of the Boat
Manufacturing NESHAP (40 CFR 60 subpart VVVV). During development of the Boat
Manufacturing NESHAP, we dready eva uated the emission sources associated with boat
manufacturing and regulated those sources for which regulation was appropriate under 40 CFR 63
subpart VVVV. Thisexemption does not apply to surface coating performed on persona watercraft or
in the manufacture of persond watercraft. Due to their smdler sze and the grester number of persond
watercraft manufactured relative to other types of boats, the surface coating of persona watercraft and
their components is more sSmilar to other types of plagtic parts surface coating than the surface coating
of larger boats. The Plastic Parts and Products NESHAP applies to coating operations performed on
persona watercraft or parts of persona watercraft.

6.3  Assembled On-Road Vehicle Coating
Comment: One commenter (1V-G-01) strongly recommended that one rule, either the fina
Plastic Parts and Products NESHAP rule or the Miscellaneous Metd Parts and Products NESHAP

(40 CFR part 63, subpat MMMM), apply to al assembled on-road vehicles. According to the
commenter, motor home manufacturers offer customers numerous options that determine the surfaces

of each vehicle. The commenter claimed that a substrate tracking program would need to be broken
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down to individua work orders to meet the requirements for calculating and demonstrating compliance
with both subparts.

One commenter (IV-D-15) requested that the rule alow the assembled on-road vehicle
coatings limit to apply aso to the coating of metal parts on an assembled vehicle regardless of the
relative amount of plastic and metal coated. The commenter stated it would be practically impossible
and cost prohibitive to coat an assembled vehicle with two coatings (i.e., one for plastic and one for
metal), and this would limit the range of colors available. The commenter stated that the recrestiond
vehicle database used to establish the limits were based on refinish coatings that were applied to both
metd and plastic subdtrates of these vehicles. The commenter believed that it was not EPA’sintent to
have separate limits apply to the metal and plastic substrates. Thus, the HAP standard based on the
recregtional vehicle data should gpply equdly to both plastic and metal substrates.

Response: The EPA agrees that a Sngle emisson limit should apply to dl surface coating on
motor houses and other assembled on-road vehicles (AORV). Both the find Plastic Partsand
Products NESHAP and the final Miscellaneous Meta Parts and Products NESHAP have been written
to darify that the surface coating of dl AORV, including the coating of any metd subgrate on the
assembled vehicle, will be subject to only the emisson limits of the assembled on-road vehicle
subcategory in thefind plagtic partsrule. Thisis congstent with the data and methodology used to set
the MACT emission limit for the assembled on-road vehicle subcategory. The AORV
subcategory in the final Plagtic Parts and Products NESHAP will include the aftermarket repair and
refinishing of heavy duty trucks, buses, and other vehicles, and the find exterior painting of RV's, such
as motor homes and trave trailers, among other vehicles, regardless of the rdative amount of metal and
plagtic. Therefore, the coating of these vehicles will be exempt from the Miscellaneous Metd Parts and
Products NESHAP. Surface coating operations that are subject to the AORV surface coating
emission limit in the plagtic parts rule are not subject to any of the emisson limitsinthisrule. This
subcategory in the plastic parts rule dso includes the surface coating of partsthat are coated with the
assembled vehicle but are coated off-vehicle to protect systems and equipment or to dlow full
coverage. One example would be the coating of grill fronts on motor homes that are removed o they

can be coated with the motor home without coating the radiator surface that is behind them. Because
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coating of such partsis subject to the AORV emission limits, it is not subject to the metd partsrule.
However, the AORV subcategory does not otherwise include the coating of separate parts at origina
equipment manufacturers. The coating of metal parts prior to the assembly of the vehicle, suchasa
motor home chassis, will ill be subject to 40 CFR part 63, subpart MMMM. Likewise, the surface
coating of plagtic parts prior to the fina assembly of the motor home will be subject to either the generd
use, automotive lamp, or TPO emission limit in the find rule, as appropriate for the type of coating
operation.

Thelimit for the AORV subcategory was developed from data on after-market automotive
refinish coatings used by the recregtiond vehicle industry for the coating of motor homes and other
recreational vehicles. These coatings are dso used for the refinishing of heavy duty trucks, buses,
automobiles and light-duty trucks, and other vehicles.

6.4 Complying With the Rule Representing the Majority of the Substrate (Plagtic or Metd) on Pre-
assembled Parts

The proposed rule contained a provision to alow a source coating pre-assembled products,
comprising plastic and metal subgtrates, to comply with the NESHAP representing the subgirate to
which more than 50 percent of the volume of coatingsis applied (see proposed §63.4481(c)(8), 67 FR
72300, December 4, 2002).

Comment: Severa commenters (IV-D-03, 1V-D-09, IV-D-15) supported this provision in the
proposed rule. However, one commenter (IV-D-15) requested that this provision be revised to
include facilities that coat both metd and plastic components separately, as well as those that coat
multi-subgtrate parts. The commenter noted that this would prevent a source from having to track the
amount of coating applied to individual parts in a coating operation when a source coats separate
plastic and metd parts and preassembled parts that contain plastic and meta on the sameline. The
commenter dso noted that this option does not address coating lines that may switch between
categories within a given week, or that may aso meet the gpplicability criteria of other surface coating
rules, such the automobile and light duty truck rule.
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One commenter (1V-D-03) supported this provison, but suggested that facilities be dlowed to
comply with metal parts rule even if less than 50 percent of the coatings are applied to meta, but the
performance requirements of the part require that the entire part be coated with the coating needed for
the meta component. The commenter added that this change would recognize that the metd partsrule
has evaluated the achievability of the meta partslimitsin light of the durability and corrosvity
requirements of metd.

One commenter (IV-D-09) suggested that the rule dlow users to document that more than 50
percent of the surface area coated is metal or plastic based on tracking the design and number of parts
produced, such as the number of trucks of each modd type and truck modd design information.

One commenter (1V-D-05) stated that in determining whether the metd parts rule or the plastic
parts rule appliesto an operation (i.e,, isit greater than 50 percent meta or plastic), the rules should
explain how coatings should be counted if they are applied to non-meta and non-plastic surfaces, such
aswood, fabric, or ceramics.

One commenter (IV-D-15) requested the “ predominant use’ exemption option be revised in
§63.4481(c)(8) to include facilities that coat both metal and plastic components separately aswell as
those that coat multi-subgirate parts, which the commenter (1V-D-15) believes was EPA’ s intent.

Severd other commenters did not support the proposed option. One commenter (1V-D-22)
clamed that the proposed ruleis unclear and overly burdensome for facilities that coat both metd and
plagtic parts (which may not be pre-assembled) and that this compliance option would help few, if any,
facilities. A second commenter (1V-D-10) noted that because the same cleaning solvents are used for
multiple substrates and coating operations, it would be extremely difficult to determine the quantity used
for plagtic parts and products versus other substrates. Another commenter (1V-D-09) noted that the
relative amount of plastic and meta coated a afacility could change over time and afacility could
potentialy fluctuate between applicable NESHAP.

Response: We recognize and gppreciate some of the problems that were identified with this
gpproach by the commenters. Although some commenters supported this approach, it is not included
inthefind rule. Thefind ruleingead alows avariety of more practical compliance dternatives that
address the meta and plagtic coating at afacility rather than just pre-assembled parts. Theseinclude a
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predominant activity dternative and afacility-gpecific emission limit dternative, as described in sections
6.6 and 6.9 of this document.

The facility-specific emisson limit dternative dlows for afacility to account for differencesin the
performance requirements between meta and plastic substrates described by commenter 1V-D-03.
This dterndtive is described more fully in the response to the commentsin section 6.9. Under this
dternative, afacility coating parts that are amix of metd and plagtic substrates will, for example, be
able to comply with aweighted emission limit based on the proportion of the metd and plastic coating
and cdculated usng the rlevant emission limits.

The predominant activity and facility-specific emisson limit aternatives will dso alow sources
to use parameters other than just coating consumption, and mass of solids used as suggested by
commenter 1V-D-09, if the parameters are approved by the Adminigtrator. For example, you could
use design specifications for the parts and products coated and the number of items produced, or other
parameters, to estimate the mass of coatings used on each substrate, aslong as those parameters are a
reliable indicator of the relaive amount of coating used and are gpproved by the Adminigtrator.

As suggested by commenter [V-D-15, the dternaivesin the fina rule address facilities that
coat both metal and plastic components separately, as well as those that coat multi-substrate parts. In
the determining predominant ectivity or caculating a facility-gpecific emisson limit, you must indlude al
surface coating activities that meet the applicability criteria of a subcategory in a surface coating
NESHAP and congtitute more than 1 percent of total coating activities. Coating activities that meet the
applicability criteria of a subcategory in a surface coating NESHAP but comprise less than 1 percent of
totd coating activities need not be included in the predominant activity determination or facility-specific
emisson limit caculation but they must be induded in the compliance caculations.

If the non-plastic substrates of concern to commenter 1V-D-05 are not subject to another
surface coating NESHAP, they do not need to be included in the predominant activity determination or
the facility-specific emisson limit caculation, they dso do not need to be included in the compliance
demondtration for predominant activity or facility-gpecific emisson limit. If coating of other subdtratesis
subject to another NESHAP and is greater than 1 percent, the predominant activity and facility-specific

emisson limit aternatives provide additional compliance flexibility.
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6.5 Comply with the most stringent NESHAP

The proposed rule contained a provision that if a source is subject to more than one NESHAP,
they could comply with the most stringent NESHAP for al coating operations and this would condtitute
compliance with al gpplicable NESHAP. The determination of which NESHAP is most stringent
would be based on an facility-specific estimate of emissions under each separate NESHAP. (See 67
FR 72279, December 4, 2002.)

Comment: Several commenters (1V-D-06, 1V-D-09, 1V-D-11, IV-D-12, IV-G-01)
supported this provison. One commenter (1V-D-06) agreed that complying with one NESHAP would
prevent excessive monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting. Two commenters (1V-D-06, 1V-D-09)
suggested that facilities should be required to notify EPA of the more stringent NESHAP in the
natification of compliance status or in their Title V' permit goplications or renewas. One commenter
(IV-G-01) suggested that this option would require less recordkeeping than tracking and determining
which substrate represents the grestest coating activity.

However, severa commenters (1V-D-03, IV-D-05, 1V-D-12, IV-D-15) stated that different
units of measure (e.g., Ib HAP per 1b solids versus Ib HAP per gd solids) make it difficult to determine
which surface coating NESHAP among severd is more stringent. One commenter (1V-D-10) noted
that when different NESHAP have different methods of compliance demongtration, facilities must track
and dlocate materid usage differently for different parts. Cleaning solventsin particular are a problem,
since some NESHAP emission limits include cleaning solvents while othersimpose work practices
instead.

One commenter (1V-D-18) noted that the proposed rule places the burden on the source to
determine the mogt stringent limit and that the different units used for different surface coating rules may
cause a source to mistakenly fal out of compliance through miscalculation or misunderstanding.

Severd commenters suggested options so that facilities would not have to determine which rule
iIsmost stringent on a case-by-case basis. Two commenters (1V-D-05, 1V-D-12) suggested that the
relative stringency of different NESHAP should be stated in each rule so that facilities subject to more
than one NESHAP do not need to perform a case-by-case determination of which applicableruleis
most stringent. One commenter (1V-D-12) suggested that EPA determine the more stringent limit by
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taking the plagtic parts generd use subcategory floor database and converting the limit to Ib HAP per
gdlon coating solids, and then comparing this converted limit to the meta parts rule genera use limit.
Another commenter (1V-D-18) suggested that the different surface coating rules contain factors or
equations so a source could convert emission limits from one unit to ancther (eg., Ib HAP per |b solids
to Ib HAP per gd olids).

One commenter (1V-D-12) recommended that EPA alow facilities meeting the applicability of
both the metd parts rule and the plastic parts rule the option of complying with the sandard of their
choice since both rules will sgnificantly reduce HAP emissions.

One commenter (1V-D-10) suggested that the find rule be clarified so that afacility subject to
more than one surface coating NESHAP may choose to comply with any equaly stringent NESHAP,
and not be limited to the option of a more stringent NESHAP.

Response: Through darification of the gpplicability provisons of the find rule, we have
ggnificantly reduced the potentia for facilities to be subject to multiple surface coating NESHAP.
However, we recognize that some sources may be subject to both the find rule and the Miscellaneous
Metd Parts and Products NESHAP and possibly other surface coating NESHAP. We agree with the
commenters who argued that demonstrating compliance with the most stringent NESHAP is
complicated by the fact that it is hard to determine which NESHAP is most stringent becauise of
differencesin units, the affected source, whether deaning isincluded in the emisson limits, and
compliance periods. Ingead, EPA isproviding in thefina rule, the predominant activity or facility-
gpecific emisson limit aternative, as described in sections 6.6 and 6.9 of this document.

Another approach that you may use isthe equivaency by permit option in 40 CFR part 63,
subpart E (863.94). Under this approach, you may design an emissions control program that is suited
for your process or plant as long as you can demondirate that your program will achieve the same
emissons reduction asthe NESHAP. 'Y ou must then work with your State, locdl, or triba air pollution
control agency to submit an equivaency demondtration. This equivaency demongration will be
reviewed by the appropriate EPA Regiona Office. The equivaency demondration is approved as part
of the operating permit approva process. For more information, please see the section 112(1) webste
at http://www. ov/ttn/atw/112(1)/112-Ipg.html.
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6.6 Predominant Activity Compliance Option

In May 2001, we shared with stakeholders a predominant activity approach, whereby afacility
would comply with arule or emisson limit representing the predominant surface coating activity at that
facility, and solicited feedback on this option. Although we received encouraging feedback at that time,
the detailed information needed to propose this option was not received. We included another
solicitation for feedback and detailed information in the preamble to the proposed rule (67 FR 72280,
December 4, 2002) hoping that a broader audience would provide the necessary specifics.

Comment: Several commenters (1V-D-03, 1V-D-09, 1V-D-10, 1V-D-12, IV-D-15)
supported the predominant activity compliance option. One of the commenters (1V-D-09) preferred
the predominant activity compliance option only if it is based on estimates of surface areacoated. The
commenter provided as an example a truck manufacturing facility that could estimate the total surface
area coated by using truck part design information for each truck and tracking the number of trucks
manufactured each year.

Severa commenters (1V-D-03, 1V-D-09, 1V-D-10) recommended that the predominant
activity demondration be made only at the time a source applies for or renews its operating permit
under title V' or when the source becomes subject to regulations applicable to new source review or
prevention of sgnificant deterioration. The commenters noted that a"one-time' or periodic
demongtration would reduce the recordkeeping burden and avoid the potentid for some facilities to
fluctuate back and forth between two applicable NESHAP if predominant activity was tracked over a
short time frame.

One commenter (1V-D-15) believed that EPA’ s suggestion that predominant activity be based
on an assessment or prediction of 3 to 5 years of coating activity could restrict manufacturing
operations by limiting the ability to respond to future market demand.

One commenter (1V-D-03) suggested that the monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting
(MRR) requirements from the rule covering the predominant activity apply to al coating operations at
that facility in order to streamline compliance.

Response: Thefind rule includes a predominant activity dternative that dlows afacility to
identify its predominant type of coating activity and comply with the emisson limit that applies to thet
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activity for al coating operations. The predominant activity is defined as the activity that represents 90
percent or more of the surface coating that occurs a afacility. In determining predominant activity, you
must include al surface coating activities that meet the applicability criteria of a subcategory in asurface
coating NESHAP and congtitute more than 1 percent of total coating activities. Coating activities that
meet the gpplicability criteria of a subcategory in a surface coating NESHAP but comprise less than

1 percent of total coating activities need not be included in the determination of predominant activity but
they must be included in the compliance caculations.

We have andyzed the rdative differences in emisson limits that are included in the predominant
activity compliance option, as it would gpply to the NESHAP for plastic parts and products and the
NESHAP for miscellaneous metd parts and products. We have determined, for certain subcategories,
that the environmenta impact of complying with the emission limit for the predominant activity is
essentidly equivadent to complying separately with each emission limit. For other subcategories, the
environmenta impact could be substantidly different. To prevent Stuations that could lead to
subgtantial emissions increases, the following activities cannot be used as the predominant activity at a
facility: assembled on-road vehicles and automotive lamp coating. Emission limits for these coating
operations reflect the need for specidized performance requirements that can currently be
accomplished only with materias that contain subgtantiadly higher HAP than materids used at other
types of coating operations. It would be ingppropriate to allow coating operations that can be
performed with lower-HAP materids to comply with substantidly higher-HAP emission limits than
would otherwise be gpplicable.

Under the predominant activity dternative, if al coating operations comply with the emisson
limit applicable to the predominant activity, the facility will be consdered in compliance with the
emisson limits otherwise gpplicable to the minority surface coating operations (i.e, those that amount to
less than 10 percent of the coating activity).

The EPA agrees with the commenters that the predominant activity determination should be
made at the time of the natification of compliance status and less frequently than on amonthly bass. A
less frequent determination would substantialy reduce the recordkeeping compared to a monthly
determination and would reduce the potentia that a source' s operations could fluctuate between
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compliance requirements. However, we fed it isimportant to determine predominant activity more
frequently than at Title V renewd, since this may occur only every 5 years or o, and may not
accurately reflect current coating operations. Therefore, the find rule requires that afacility determine
their predominant activity on an annua bags.

The predominant activity determination must accurately reflect current and projected coating
operations and must be verifiable through appropriate documentation. The determination can be based
on representative coating data for any reasonable time period of at least 1 year of operation for existing
sources, provided the data represent the way the source will continue to operate in the future and are
approved by the Adminidirator. For new sources with no prior coating activity, the initid determination
would be based on only projections of coating activity for the next year. Subsequent determinations
would be based on both past and projected coating activity.

We believe the most appropriate basis for the predominant activity determination under thisrule
is the percentage of coating solids by mass thet is applied to parts subject to different emisson limits. A
facility would not need to measure or caculate the amount of coating solids used on different parts and
products to determine the relative amount of coating activity subject to different emission limits.

Instead, afacility could use other religble and verifigble information to estimate the relative mass of
coating solids used, including, but not limited to, product design specifications for the parts and
products coated and the number of different parts and products produced during a representative
period. The use of parameters other than coating consumption and mass of coating solids must be
approved by the Adminigtrator.

Since the find basis for the predominant activity determination could be as short as 1 year of
operation, rather than 3 to 5 years as suggested at proposal, we have addressed the concern of
commenter 1V-D-15 that alonger basis could limit the ability to respond to future market demand. In
addition, afacility must make a predominant activity determination annually and can repest the
determination a any time, if they fed that more recent data better reflect future coating activity and
market demand.

As suggested by commenter 1VV-D-03, the monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting
requirements from the rule covering the predominant activity will gpply to dl coating operations
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a that facility in order to streamline compliance.

Another compliance option to diminate the need to comply with more than one coating
NESHAP has aso been added to the find rule. This second option alows a facility to caculate and
comply with afacility-specific emisson limit, as discussed in section 6.9 of this document.

6.7 Create a Subcategory for Overlap Sources or Job Shops

One option presented in the proposa preamble was to develop a separate emission limit for
facilities that could best be described as "job shops' and that perform surface coating that could be
potentially subject to severd different NESHAP. (See 67 FR 72279, December 4, 2002.)

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-09) suggested that devel oping subcategories for facilities
subject to multiple NESHAP would not be feasible because EPA might need to create severd
subcategories to address different combinations of NESHAP. Another commenter (1V-D-15) stated
that a subcategory for mixed coating operations could not be considered as an option without a
proposed numericad emission limit. The same commenter dlaimed that emission limits for this option can
not be developed based on the current MACT database.

Response: We agree with the commenters that this option is not feasible for severa reasons.
Fird, as stated in the proposal preamble (67 FR 72280, December 4, 2002), this option may not
afford as much operating flexibility as other options being considered. Second, we did not have
sufficient data to develop emission limits Since most facilities responding to the plagtic parts and
miscellaneous metal parts industry surveys tended to provide only data relevant to those surveys and
the surveys were completed by facilities that were more or less dedicated to one substrate or another.
Asaresult, we did not have representative or accurate data from those facilities most likely to be
subject to this type of emisson limit. Findly, as one commenter aluded to, even if useful data became
avallable, an emisson limit for these "job shop" facilities would need to be proposed for public

comment.

6.8 Expand the Definition of the Source Category and Subcategories to Include Incidental Surface

Coating Operations
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Under one approach discussed in the proposa preamble, afacility could demongtrate that a
portion of coating activity was below a specified percentage and, therefore, considered incidental.
These incidental operations would be included in and subject to the NESHAP or emisson limit
applicable to the remaining coating operations. (See 67 FR 72279, December 4, 2002.)

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-06) stated that an gpproach for "incidental” surface coating
operations, would not be useful for facilities such as truck manufacturers because neither plagtic nor
metal coating isincidenta to their operations. Another commenter (1V-D-15) claimed that the
incidenta surface coating operations option may provide some relief.

Response: Thefind rule does not expand the definition of the plastic parts and products or
miscellaneous metd parts and products source categories or subcategories to include incidental surface
coating operations. However, as described previoudy, under the predominant activity compliance
dterndive in thefind rule, a source may comply with the emission limit that represents 90 percent or
more of the coating activity a asource. For determining the predominant activity and calculating the
facility-specific emisson limit, you only need to include coating activities that meet the gpplicability
criteria of a subcategory in a surface coating NESHAP and constitute more than 1 percent of total
codting activities. Incidenta coating activities that meet the gpplicability criteria of a subcategory ina
surface coating NESHAP but comprise less than 1 percent of total coating activity need not be included
in the emisson limit calculation or predominant activity determination, but they must be included in the

compliance caculation.

6.9  CommentsonthePro to Establish aMulti-Com Emisson Limit

As an dternative approach to establishing separate emisson limits for each subcategory, we
proposed and asked for comments on a " multi-component” emission limit for the entire plagtic parts
source category (67 FR 72279, December 4, 2002). A multi-component approach would allow
facilities to caculate a source-gpecific emission limit based on the MACT limits for al components and
the relaive amount of coating activity subject to each limit. The source would then caculate its

emisson rate to determine compliance with the source-gpecific emisson limit.
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Comment: One commenter (IV-D-16) disagreed with EPA’ s suggestion of setting a
multi-component emission limit for severd reasons. The commenter did not think it would reduce
recordkeeping because in both cases (separate compliance and a multi-component emission limit) a
source would have to track the amount of each coating applied to each subsirate in each subcategory.
The commenter also contended that this gpproach would likely increase emissions compared to
compliance with the individua limits, but did not provide any supporting explanation. The commenter
was aso concerned that some facilities could operate out of compliance if the emission limit does not
accurately reflect the mix of substrates that they coat. Findly, the commenter believed that this option
would amount to emissons averaging across subcategory boundaries and would contradict CAA
section 112(d)(3), which mandates that standards for a subcategory cannot be less stringent than the
MACT floor for the subcategory.

Two other commenters (1V-D-03, 1V-D-11), however, supported this approach. One
commenter (1V-D-11) argued that restricting emisson averaging among coating operations discourages
innovative and environmentally beneficia approachesto low-HAP coatings. The commenter argued
that alowing averaging would promote more cogt-effective regulation of HAP emissons while achieving
an overd| environmenta benefit. The commenter also argued that the same flexible approach should be
incorporated for meeting the requirements of multiple NESHAP at the same facility, as well as meeting
multiple emission limitswithin asingle NESHAP.

One commenter (IV-D-03) supported the idea of a source subject to two or more subcategory
limits (e.g., TPO and generd use) to calculate a source-specific multi-component emission limit based
on the relative amount of coating solids used on each plastic substrate. However, the commenter
recommended that EPA not require afacility to caculate the limit each month and instead be alowed to
cdculaeit annudly or when renewing its permit.

While not commenting directly on this option, many commenters also expressed concern that
many facilities coat both plastic and metd parts, often using the same coatings and cleaning solvents.
According to these commenters, requiring a facility to demonstrate compliance with separate emisson
limitsin two or more surface coating NESHAP would be difficult and burdensome. These comments

have been summarized earlier in this section.
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Response: The EPA isproviding, in the find rule, the opportunity for a source to cdculate and
comply with afacility-gpecific emisson limit for al coating operations that take place at the source. The
emission limit would be weighted according to the relative amount of coatings used that would be
subject to separate emisson limits. This dternative emission limit can include applicable emisson limits
from two or more NESHAP, as provided in the example caculaion below. Aswith the predominant
activity dternaive, you must include dl surface coating activities that meet the applicability criteriaof a
subcategory in a surface coating NESHAP and congtitute more than 1 percent of tota coating activities.
Codting activities that meet the gpplicability criteria of a subcategory in a surface coating NESHAP but
comprise less than 1 percent of total coating activities need not be included in the facility-specific
emisson limit caculation but they must be induded in the compliance caculations.

In cdculaing the facility-specific emisson limit, the bass for the weighting of the individud
emission limits must be the mass of coating solids used in each subcategory. The mass of coating solids
used in the different coating operations may be caculated by a variety of methods, aslong asitis
accepted by the permitting authority. For example, in some cases afacility that uses the same coating
for plastic and metd parts may be able to use the design specifications of the parts coated and the
numbers of each type of part coated to calculate the weight of coating solids applied to metd and
plastic surfaces subject to the individual emisson limits. In other Stuations, actud records of coating
usage for each operation may be needed to provide avaid calculation.

In caculating afacility-gpecific emisson limit for operations subject to NESHAP with emisson
limitsin different formats, you will need to convert emission limits to the same format. To do so, you
must use a default vaue for solids dengity of 12.5 |bs. solids per gd solids (1.50 kg solidg/liter solids) to
convert emission limitsin the Miscellaneous Metd Parts and Products NESHAP that arein “HAP per
volume solids’ to the “HAP per mass solids’ units of the Plagtic Parts and Products NESHAP. This
default vaue was ca culated from the weighted-average solids dengity of coatingsin the metd parts
survey database and represents the average solids density of metd parts coatings.

The following example illugtrates how the facility-specific emisson limit can be used. Assumea
facility has three coating operations subject to the following emission limits:
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. plagtic parts generd use (0.16 Ib HAP/Ib solids);

. plastic parts TPO (0.26 Ib HAP/Ib solids); and

. miscellaneous metd parts generd use (2.6 Ib HAP/gd solids).

The three coating operations account for the following pounds of coating solids used in the past
12 months:

. plagtic parts generd use: 30,000 Ibs solids;

. plastic parts TPO: 30,000 |bs solids; and

. miscellaneous metd parts generd use: 40,000 |bs solids.

Fird, the miscellaneous meta parts genera use emission limit must be converted to Ib HAP/Ib

solids units asin the plagtic partsrule. For this example, we will use the default solids density of 12.51b
solids per gd solids.

2.6 IbHAP . 1 galonsolids _ 0.21 |Ib HAP
galonsolids 12.5 Ibs solids Ib solids

Next, the facility-specific emisson limit (FSEL) is cdculated using equation 1 in 863.4490 of
thefind rule

_ (0.16)(30,000) + (0.26)(30,000) + (0.21)(40,000) _ 0.21 Ib HAP
(30,000 + 30,000 + 40,000) Ib solids

FSEL

If &l coating operations comply with an emission limit of 0.21 Ib organic HAP/Ib solids and with
the other compliance provisons of this rule, the facility will be in compliance with this rule for that
compliance period. The caculation must be repeated for each 12-month compliance period. In this
example, compliance will aso congtitute compliance with the Miscellaneous Meta Parts and Products
NESHAP for the metal parts coating operations. The facility can use ether the compliant materids
option, the emission rate without add-on controls option, or the emission rate with add-on controls

option to demongrate compliance with the facility-specific emission limit.
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We bdlieve that this gpproach is congstent with the CAA because the emisson limits from
which the facility-gpecific emission limit would be caculated are based on the MACT emission limits for
each gpplicable coating operation. Therefore, overal emissons would be essentidly the same as if
each coating operation were complying separately with each applicable emisson limit.

The facility-gpecific emission limit must be caculated monthly for each 12-month compliance
period to accurately reflect the portion of coating that would have been subject to the different
NESHAP or subcategory emisson limits and ensure that the facility-specific emisson limit aternaive
achieves essentidly equivaent environmenta benefits as separate compliance. Asthe portion of coating
activities subject to the underlying emission limits changes over time, the facility-specific emisson limit
should appropriatdy reflect these changes. There are wide differences in the various emisson limits
availablefor incluson. A rdaively smdl change in the mix of coating operations conducted during a
compliance period can have a Sgnificant effect on the weighted emission limit. Thus, it would not be
gopropriate for afacility to establish and maintain a fixed facility-specific emission limit based on
higtorical data or long term projections. This option will be less burdensome than separate
compliance with each NESHAP because the facility can keep records and demonstrate compliance
using asingle unit of measure and will only have one set of recordkesping and reporting requirements
(instead of potentidly different recordkeeping and reporting requirements for two or more different
NESHAP).

Inthe find rule, the facility-specific emisson limit and predominant activity dternatives provide
sources with comprehensive and flexible approaches that will reduce the recordkeeping associated with
sources that coat multiple substrates and whose workload could fluctuate over time. These dternatives
reduce the likelihood of overlap among multiple surface coating NESHAP. Furthermore, potentia
overlap with specific source categories has been clarified and compliance demongtrations for
automohile and light-duty truck sources are smplified by the changes to the applicability section of the
rule discussed in sections 6.2 and 6.3 of this chapter. Together, these changes address the comments
on regulatory overlap issues and gpproaches, and provide flexible compliance options where facilities

may be subject to more than one coating NESHAP.
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6.10 Miscdlaneous Comments on Compliance with Multiple NESHAP
Comment: One commenter (IV-D-12) requested that the rule dlow afacility the flexibility to

use multiple options for determining which rule to comply with. That is, the rule should dlow the facility
to group coating lines and gpply ether the predominant use, most stringent rule, or any other method
ultimately alowed by the rule independently to each group. The commenter claimed this flexibility is
important for complex sites that coat multiple substrates and produce multiple products at different
physicd locations at the Site. Plus, operations that do not have a predominant activity, but coat plastic
and meta parts on the same coating line and equipment need this flexibility.

Response: If you choose the predominant activity aternative in the find rule, you must include
in the predominant activity determination al surface coating activities at the facility that meet the
gpplicability criteria of a subcategory in a surface coating NESHAP and congtitute more than 1 percent
of total coating activities a the facility. The predominant activity dternativeisintended for facilities
where greater than 90 percent of tota coating activity is subject to one subcategory emission limitina
surface coating NESHAP. Based on our analyses, this 90 percent level, based on facility-wide coating
activity, ensures that the emisson reduction is essentialy equivaent to complying separately with each
emisson limit. You are not alowed to include only a subset of your coating operationsin the
predominant activity determination. However, the find rule dlows other compliance dternatives that
can be used if your facility does not meet the predominant activity criteria. 'Y ou may caculate afacility-
gpecific emisson limit, as described in section 6.9 of this chapter, or you may comply separately with
each NESHAP. In demonstrating compliance with the predominant activity, facility-specific emisson
limit, or individua subcategory emisson limits, you have three options: the compliant materids, emisson
limit without add-on controls, and emission limit with add-on controls options. As specified in
§63.4491, you may apply one of these three options to some coating lines and another option to other
coating lines. Thisrange of optionsin thefind rule provides needed flexibility while assuring compliance
with the plastic parts rule and other surface coating NESHAP.

Another approach that you may use is the equivaency by permit option in 40 CFR part 63,
subpart E (863.94). Under this approach, you may design an emissions control program that is suited

for your process or plant as long as you can demondtrate that your program will achieve the same
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emissions reductions as the NESHAP. 'Y ou must then work with your State, locdl, or tribd air
pollution control agency to submit an equivalency demondration. This equivaency demongtration will
be reviewed by the appropriate EPA Regiona Office. The equivaency demondration is approved as
part of the operating permit gpprova process. For more information, please see the section 112(1)
website a http:/Amww.epa.gov/ttn/atw/112(1)/112-1pg.html.
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7.0 SCOPE OF THE SOURCE CATEGORY

7.1 Area Source Determinations

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-06) supported limiting the goplicability of the rule to mgor
sources. Other commenters (1V-D-21, 1V-D-25) recommended procedures to improve how a source
demongtrates area source status and commenters suggested including specific language in the
applicability section (863.4481). One commenter (IV-D-21) stated that PTE emission caculation
procedures for surface coating operations often result in many smdler facilities quaifying as mgor
sources even though they actudly emit less than the mgjor source thresholds. The commenter noted
that many smdler plagtic surface coating facilities have actud emissons of HAP well below the mgor
source threshold, but no Federaly enforceable provison limitsther potentia to emit aHAP. The
commenter claimed New Y ork State does not recognize any operationa or physica limitationsto limit
asources potentiadd HAP emissions below a NESHAP gpplicability level unless specified in the
regulation, or an air permit has been subject to public notice.

Response: We agree that this rule should only apply to mgor sources of HAP. However, we
disagree that the rule should include additiond procedures whereby a facility can demondrate thet it is
not amagjor source and is not subject to therule. Most State regulatory programs have general permits
for minor sources that alow a source to comply with ton-per-year emisson limits for HAP in order to
demondtrate that they are an area source. These permits include the recordkeeping and reporting
needed to demongtrate minor source status for a variety of source categories. These requirements are
generdly the same that would be included in any provisons that would otherwise be added to thisrule
in the absence of State programs. For New Y ork, these programs appear to be included in 6 NYCRR
Part 201, Subpart 201-4, Minor Facility Registration, and Subpart 201-7, Federaly Enforceable



Emisson Cgps. Including additiond provisonsin this rule would merely repeet gpplicable provisons
dready found in State programs.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-16) noted that many surface coating facilities dso have
hal ogenated solvent cleaning operations subject to 40 CFR 63 subpart T. The commenter asked that
EPA darify how afacility should determine potentid to emit (PtE) for a collocated solvent cleaning
operation, in determining whether afacility isamagor source and is potentialy subject to the plagtic
parts NESHAP. The commenter asked whether the PtE equation in §63.465(e) of subpart T should
be usad if PtE is not stated in a Federdly enforceable limit. The commenter views 863.465(€) as faulty
because it does not consider actions taken to comply with the subpart T.

Response: Whenever afacility is determining the potentia to emit HAP for determining mgjor
source gtatus, it must consider potentia emissions considering Federdly enforcesble controls, including
limits placed on the facility in a Federdly enforcegble operating permit. Thisissueis not unique to this
codting rule or subpart T. If the facility has a Federdly enforceable limit on annua emissons (on a
rolling 12-month basis) from a HAP-emitting operation, the facility may use that limit in determining
whether it isamgor source of HAP. If the facility is subject to and in compliance with a Federdly
enforcesble HAP emission limit, it may assume compliance with that limit in determining potentia to
emit. If afacility isnot subject to an emisson limit and does not have a Federaly enforcegble limit on
annua emissions, then it must use some other means for determining potentia to emit. For halogenated
solvent cleaning operations, this may be the guidance included in 863.465(€).

If afacility is subject to subpart T and is meeting the subpart T emission standards, the facility
can condder the subpart T controls in calculating the potentid to emit for the hal ogenated solvent
cleaning operations that are subject to subpart T. Subpart T, aswell as other NESHAP and new
source performance standards (NSPS) for which the compliance date has aready occurred, are
Federdly enforcesble emission limitations and, therefore, can be congdered in determining potentia to
emit. To be consdered an area (non-mgjor) source for purposes of determining applicability of the
Plagtic Parts and Products NESHAP, afacility would need to achieve area source status (considering
Federally enforceable control requirements) prior to the compliance data of the Plagtic Parts and
Products NESHAP.
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7.2 Gengrd Applicability Comments

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-05) requested that EPA copy the following sentence from
the definition of coating to the applicability section: * The source category does not include coating
gpplications usng handheld non-refillable aerosol containers.”

Response: We agree that this change will darify the gpplicability of the rule and it has been
medein thefind rule.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-06) stated that the definition of “coating” should exclude
goplication of a solid paper or plastic film to a substrate when adhesive is not gpplied at the source.
The commenter claimed this activity emits no HAP. Another commenter (1V-D-07) requests that the
definition of adhesives be dlarified so that it could not be interpreted to include adhesive tapes and films.
The commenter requests that the definition of adhesives in the Wood Furniture NESHAP, which makes
this digtinction more explicit, be added to thisrule. The commenter claims adhesive tapes have virtudly
no HAP emissons.

Response: We agree with the commenter and this provision has been added to the find rule.
The find rule Sates that the application of paper film or plagtic film which may be pre-coated with an
adhesive by the manufacturer is not a coating operation.

Comment: Two commenters (1V-D-03, IV-D-11) suggested that the find rule amend RCRA
Air Emission Standards for Equipment Lesks at 40 CFR parts 264 and 265, subpart BB, to exempt
facilitiesif they are subject to the plastic parts rule or the automobile and light duty truck rule. The
commenters noted that this change was proposed for the automobile and light duty truck rule and
argued it would alow consstent trestment across facilities subject to both the plagtic parts rule and the
automobile and light duty truck rule. The commenters aso argued that the regulation of HAP from
coating operations should be covered by regulations pursuant to section 112(d) of the CAA and not
RCRA.

Response: Thefinal rule does not amend 40 CFR parts 264 and 265, subpart BB. The
proposed automobile and light duty truck rule included requirements to limit emissons from the storage
and handling of coating materids and waste materids from al coating operations. The plagtic partsrule
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contains these provisons only for coating operations using an emission capture system and add-on
emission control device to demonstrate compliance. In addition, the requirements in the proposed
automobile and light duty truck surface coating rule are more comprehensive than those in the plagtic
partsrule. Therefore, the plastic parts rule contains no provisions that could potentialy overlap with 40
CFR parts 264 and 265, subpart BB when a source is using either the compliant materia option or the
emission rate without add-on controls compliance option. In addition, the potentia overlap with 40
CFR parts 264 and 265 when a source is using an add-on control islessin the plastic parts rule than in
the automobile and light duty truck rule because the work practice requirements in the plastic partsrule
are less comprehensive.

Thefind pladtic parts rule includes a provison that if afacility meets the applicability criteria of
the automobile and light duty truck rule and the plagtic parts rule, then demonstrating compliance with
the automobile and light duty truck rule for al coating of plastic parts for use in automobiles and light-
duty trucks will congtitute compliance with the plastic partsrule. Therefore, if 40 CFR parts 264 and
265, subpart BB are amended to exempt sources that meet the applicability criteria of the automobile
and light duty truck rule, afacility demongtrating compliance with the platic parts rule by demongrating
compliance with the automobile and light duty truck rule will also be exempt from 40 CFR parts 264
and 265, subpart B.

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-10) noted that some facilities have operations meeting the
gpplicability criteria of the halogenated solvent cleaning NESHAP (40 CFR 63, subpart T). The
commenter maintained that the emissions from the hal ogenated solvent cleaning operations should not
be included in compliance caculations or recordkeeping for the plastic parts NESHAP as cleaning
solvents (e.g., surface preparation before a part is coated), but this could be implied from the plastic
partsrule asit is currently written. As a solution, the commenter recommended that the rule specify that
afadility that is subject to an exising NESHAP be dlowed to extend the provisons of the existing
NESHAP to any parts covered by the plastic parts rule, and that the emisson limits be expressed “as
goplied,” excduding solvent materials used for cleaning.

Response: Emissions from haogenated solvent cleaning operations meeting the gpplicability
criteriaof 40 CFR 63 subpart T should not be included in the compliance calculations or recordkesping
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for the plastic parts rule or other surface coating NESHAP. However, we believe thereis little
potentia for confusion in the applicability of this or other surface coating rules to operations meeting the
gpplicability criteriaof 40 CFR 63 subpart T. Haogenated solvent cleaning operations regulated by
subpart T are not typically considered surface coating operations, especidly when a solvent cleaning
machineisused. Therefore, no change in the find rule was made to darify the gpplicability of thisrule
to those operations.

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-02) supported the provisions of the rule that exempt the
extruson of plagtic onto plastic and metal, and “exemptions for certain de minimis activities”

Response: We agree that the extrusion of plastic onto plastic and meta should not be regulated
asapladtic part surface coating activity and this exemption, as well asthe othersincluded at proposd,
isretained in thefind rule.

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-06) requested that dl exclusions from Federdly enforcegble
dtate reasonably available control technology (RACT) rules for surface coating of plastics dso be
excluded from thisrule. The commenter asked EPA to review State VOC rulesto identify additional
coatings that should be excluded from the plastic partsrule. The commenter argued that these coatings
are exempt because the States have determined that regulating these coatings will achieve minima air
quaity benefits or because the coatings have specid properties that make compliance with VOC limits
difficult. Asan example, the commenter provided alist of exclusions from New York’srule.

Response: The plagtic parts rule includes some of the same exclusionsfound in State RACT
rules, such as the exemption for coatings used in research and development activities, coatings used to
fill minor surface imperfections, and coatings applied with hand-held aerosol cans. However, the EPA
disagrees with the commenter that al exclusons from State RACT rules should be included in the fina
plagtic partsrule. The MACT andysisincluded al coatings used a each facility in determining the
emisson limits. Within each subcategory, no coatings were excluded that were used in smdl quantities
or that had specia performance requirements. In addition, the plagtic parts rule has emisson rate
compliance provisons that are not found in State VOC rules and these provisions dlow more flexibility
to use smal quantity, higher emitting specidity materids. In most State VOC rules, each coating must

mest the applicable emisson limits and the rules generdly have no provision to comply using a
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welghted-average emission rete to offset excess emissions from some coatings with lower emissons
from other coatings. Thisflexibility in the plastic parts rule will dlow afacility to use these specidty
coatings and gill comply with the emisson limits

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-16) suggested that the final rule should contain a definition
of “organic coating” or a satement that inorganic coatings and metd plating operations are not included
in the plagtic partsrule. The commenter provided an example definition of organic coating from an
earlier EPA document.

Response: Metd plating operations are not plastic parts surface coating operations and do not
meet the applicability criteria of the plastic partsrule. Emissons from hard and decorative chromium
electroplating and chromium anodizing operations are regulated by the NESHAP for that source
category (40 CFR 63, subpart N). We do not fed that adefinition of organic coating or a statement
that inorganic coatings and plating operations are not covered by the find rule are needed in the find
rule to darify its gpplicability. The current applicability language in the rule and the darifications
presented in this document are sufficient.

7.3  GalonsUsed Applicability Threshold

Comment: Several commenters (IV-D-03, 1V-D-15, 1V-D-09, 1V-G-01) recommended that
the applicability threshold in 863.4481(b) should be increased from 100 galons per year to 250 gdlons
per year to be consigtent with the applicability threshold in the metd partsrule. One commenter (IV-

D-15) believes uniformity is necessary for facilities subject to both sandards. One commenter further
requested that the use of HAP-free materials should not count toward the exemption level. Another
commenter (1V-D-06) requested that a coatings used in volumes of |ess than 50 gallons per year (not
to exceed atotd of 250 gallons per year) be exempt from the rule because a similar exemption is part
of the meta partsrule. One commenter (IV-D-05) requested that for small use exemptions, EPA
should include an exemption for each coating (individua formulation) used at less than 50 gdlons per
year, dlow afacility total to 500 gallons per year to be exempt. The commenter (1V-D-05) claimed

that it is costly and burdensome to track small containers (e.g., 8 ounces or less).
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Response: The gpplicability threshold of 100 gallons or more per year has not been revised.
The applicability threshold of 100 gallons or more per year of coating was sdected based on an
anaysis of the data provided to the EPA through the plastic parts and products survey. These data
indicated that sources that were using 100 gallons or more per year of plagtic part surface coating
materials were engaged in surface coating as part of their primary activity and those using less than this
amount were not. Those facilities that used less than 100 galons used coatings for purposes such as
repairing minor defects during product assembly operations, and the surface coating operations were
not integral to plastic parts and products surface coating. (See 67 FR 72287, December 4, 2002.)
Since the threshold is based on an andysis of data from the actud facilities that will be subject to the
rule, the find rule does not revise the threshold smply to be consstent with the meta parts NESHAP.

The use of HAP-free materials does not count towards the gpplicability threshold in the fina
rule. Because the purpose of theruleisto control HAP, we agree that it is appropriate to consider only
HAP-containing coatings in determining whether a source meets the applicability threshold. We revised
863.4481(b) of the rule to clarify that when determining whether your fecility is below the applicability
threshold, you may exclude non-HAP coatings (as defined in the find rule) when determining whether
you use 378 liters (100 gal) per year, or more, of coatings in the surface coating of plagtic parts and
products. Thefina rule includes a definition of non-HAP coating, which is a coaing containing less
than 0.1 percent by weight of each individua organic HAP that is an OSHA-defined carcinogen and
less than 1.0 percent by weight of al other individud HAP. Thiswould avoid a Stuation where a
source would be subject to the rule even though it was using mostly non-HAP coatings and less than
100 gdlons per year of HAP-containing coatings.

Thefind rule does not include an exemption for smal volumes of coating (less than 50 gdlons
per year) a asource that uses more than 100 galons of HAP containing coatings. The MACT anayss
on which the standards are based included al coatings that were reported to EPA, even those in very
amdl volumes. Therefore, we fed that the emission limits are achievable for sources that are including

al coatings in their compliance demongtrations and no smal volume exemption is needed.

7.4 Research and Devel opment Facilities
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Comment: One commenter (1V-D-06) supported the research and development exemption
and the definition of “research or laboratory facilities” Another commenter (1V-D-20) requested the
exemption of “coatings that occur at research and |aboratory facilities” be changed to read “ coatings
that are part of research and laboratory activities.” As stated, the exemption could be construed too
narrowly, according to the commenter. Aerospace facilities more typicaly perform R&D activities a
the production facility, either in a building dedicated to lab work or in alab that is contained within
another building, according to the commenter. The commenter requested that EPA adopt the
exemption for research or laboratory activities that were recently promulgated as part of the
amendments to the regulations implementing Clean Air Act section 112(j). (40 CFR 63.50(a) and
63.51, 67 FR 16606 (April 5, 2002).

Response: The primary difference in the definition recommended by the commenter isthat it
defines “research or laboratory activities’ as*“activities whose primary purpose is for research and
development...”, whereas the proposed and find plastic parts and products rule defines “research or
laboratory facilities’ as “facilities whose primary purpose is for research and development...” Both
definitions include the criteriaregarding R& D of new process or products, conducted under the close
supervison of technicaly trained personnd, and is not engaged in the manufacture of products for
commercid purposes, except in ade minimis manner. The definition in the find rule is congstent with
definitionsin severd other surface coating NESHAP. The definition is broad enough to include
research and |aboratory facilities that are collocated with commercid coating operations. 1t would aso
be possible to temporarily dedicate a coating line to a research and development purpose and have it
qudify for excluson as aresearch and development facility, if anew process of product is being
researched and the coated products are not being sold commercialy except in ade minimis manner.
Furthermore, if the commenter’s main concern deals with aerospace coating operations, these would be
subject primarily to the Aerospace Manufacturing and Rework NESHAP rather than the Plastic Parts
and Products NESHAP as explained in Section 6.2 of this document.

75 Automotive Lamps
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Comment: One commenter suggested including al lampsthat are subject to NHTSA
regulations for vehicle lamps (49 CFR Section 571.108) in the headlamp subcategory because they all
require the use of the same argent coatings to creete their reflective finishes. The commenter (1V-D-11)
noted the proposed rule has a separate emission limit for headlamps. The commenter (1V-D-11) noted
that al vehicle lamps must meet the same Federd safety Sandards. The reflective finishes on tall lamps
and other lamps, therefore, require the use of the same HAP-containing solvents that are used as
headlamps. These |lamps have the same technica requirements for coatings that warranted the separate
subcategory for headlamps. Another commenter (1V-D-15) requested substituting the term
“headlamp” with “lamp” when defining the headlamp category and corresponding regulations. This
would specificdly indude any automotive lamps induding taillights, brake lights and siddights that are
required to meet the DOT vehicle safety regulations.

Response: We agree with the commenter and have revised the definition of the headlamp
coating subcategory to include coating operations on al exterior automotive lamps (headlamps, tall
lamps, turn signas, brake lights, and sde marker lights). To reflect the broader content of this
subcategory, we have aso changed the name of the subcategory to "automotive lamp coating.” This
change in the content of this subcategory, however, has not affected the results of the MACT andysis
that are the basis for the emission limits for this subcategory.

7.6  Assembled On-Road Vehicles
Comment: One commenter (IV-G-01) requested that body fillers and rubbing compounds

used on assembled on-road vehicles be exempt from the rule because these materids are not coatings.
Because body fillers are reactive two-component products, only 0.1 percent of the active organics are
emitted. Rubbing compounds, which are applied to remove scratch marks from clear-coated surfaces,
do not come in contact with the plastic surface.

Response: We agree with the commenter that body fillers and rubbing compounds should not
be considered coatings subject to the final rule. We have specified in the description of the assembled
on-road vehicle subcategory in 863.4481(a)(5) that these are not considered coatings for the purposes
of thefind rule
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Comment: One commenter (1V-D-15) requested that vehicle parts that are separate from the
assembled vehicle a the time of coating application, but are coated with the vehicle, be included within
the definition of an assembled on-road vehicle coating operation. The commenter noted that parts are
sometimes removed during coating to facilitate coating or to protect systems or parts from overspray.
If these parts were subject to different emission limits and required separate coatings, an accurate color
match with the rest of the vehicle would be difficult and expensive to achieve because two different
formulations would be needed for each color. The commenter cited as an example the grille fronts that
are removed from motor homes and coated in the same booth as the rest of the vehicle. Thisisdoneto
protect the radiator surface that is behind the grille front from overspray. Another commenter (1V-G-
01) requested that the definition of “Assembled On-Road Vehicle Coating” be expanded to include
coatings used on “those parts that are painted with the assembled vehicle but are painted off-vehicle to
protect systems, equipment or dlow full coverage’ (e.g. grill fronts).

Response: We agree with the commenter that items temporarily removed from the assembled
vehicle for coating to protect systems and equipment, or to alow full coverage should be included in the
assembles on-road vehicle subcategory. The following sentence has been added to the description of
the assembled on-road vehicles subcategory in 8§63.4481(8)(5):

“This subcategory dso includes the incidenta coating of parts, such as

radiator grilles, that are removed from the fully assembled-onroad

vehicleto facilitate concurrent coating of al parts associated with the

vehicle”
The assembled on-road vehicle subcategory does not include the surface coating of plastic parts prior
to their attachment to an on-road vehicle on an origina equipment manufacturer's assembly line. The
coating of separate plagtic parts equipment manufacturers was considered in developing the MACT
floor for the genera use, TPO, and automotive lamp subcategories.

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-09) stated that EPA should verify that surface coating for
aftermarket repairs and refinishing of heavy duty trucks, buses, and other vehicles are subject to the
1.34 b HAP per Ib solids used emission limit for assembled on-road vehicles. The commenter noted
that these operations have the same congtraints as those cited in the proposa preamble for the plastic

parts rulein the rationde for this subcategory. The commenter also argued that operations at truck
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assembly plants that touch-up or repaint portions of assembled trucks should have the option to comply
with the assembled on-road vehicle subcategory limit, if the facility iswilling to track these materias
Separately.

Response: The assembled on-road vehicle emission limit does apply to aftermarket repairs and
refinishing of heavy duty trucks, buses, and other vehicles. In addition, operations at truck assembly
plants that touch-up or repaint portions of assembled trucks have the option to comply with the
assembled on-road vehicle subcategory limit, if the facility iswilling to track these materids separately
from those that are used in the assembly operation and are subject to the genera use emission limitsin
the metd parts and plastic partsrules.

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-07) supported the use of a separate subcategory for
assembled on-road vehicle coatings. The commenter noted that adhesives used in this application must
be high-performance to withstand weathering on the outside of vehicles or to gpply to vertica surfaces,
and typicdly require a greater solvent content.

Response: The EPA agrees that a separate subcategory is needed for assembled on-road
vehicle coating operations. However, this subcategory does not include the use of adhesives, sedants,
and caulks used in assembling on-road vehicles. Thiswas specified in §63.4481(3)(5) of the proposed
rule and isretained in the fina rule. The use of adhesives, sedants, and caulks was represented in the
cdculation of the General Use MACT Foor. The commenter has provided no data or informetion to
support the argument that adhesives, sedants, and caulks used in the assembly of on-road vehicles
should be subject to the emission limit for assembled on road vehicles rather than the genera use

emisson limit.

7.7  Adhesves

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-07) requested that adhesives be removed from the
definition of coating. The commenter claimed that regulating adhesives as a subset of coatings
contradicts the gpproach of most State and local agencies and could cause confusion. The definition of
adhesive in the Wood Furniture NESHAP (40 CFR 63, subpart JJ) makes it clear that adhesives are
not coatings, according to the commenter. The commenter o noted that the national VOC emisson
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gtandards for consumer products and for architectura coatings and the State VOC rulesin California
aso address adhesives and coatings separately. The commenter requested that if EPA does not delete
adhesives from the definition of coatings, the definition of “coating operations’ should be revised to
“coating and adhesive operations’” and the language referring to aerosol coating within that section be
revised to “aerosol coating and adhesive operations.”  In addition, references to emisson sandardsin
the rule should be revised to read “ coating and adhesive’ or “coating and adhesive operations.”

Response: We disagree with the commenter that the fina rule should exclude adhesive
operations from the definition of coating and should not regul ate emissions from adhesive operations.
The data provided to EPA support the determination that adhesives used in the manufacture of plastic
parts and products account for a substantia portion of HAP emissions from this source category.
Although nationa VOC rules and State VOC rules do address adhesives separately from other
codtings, it isimportant to note that these programs do, in fact, limit emissons from adhesives.
Therefore, no precedence exists within these VOC programs to exclude adhesives from the plagtic
parts rule. We do not fed that it is necessary to refer to adhesives separately from other coatings. The
definition of coating clearly identifies adhesives as atype of coating regulated by thisrule.

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-07) requested that application of adhesives from non-
aerosol, pressurized refillable containers be exempt from the rule because gpplication of coatings from
handheld, nonrefillable aerosol containers are excluded from the rule. The commenter noted that
refillable canisters have volumes of no more than 5 gallons and replace 24 to 50 aerosol cans and can
be returned to the supplier for refilling. These two methods serve the same purpose (that is, apply
adhesives), but refillable containers have the advantage of reducing waste compared to aerosol cans.

Response: We disagree with the commenter that adhesives gpplied from refillable pressurized
containers should be exempt from the rule. We considered non-refillable handheld aerosol containers
to be a different type of source (as compared to typica high capacity surface coating operations such
as spraying and dipping), because the coating applied by this type of source must meet specific
requirements in order to be sprayable from an aerosol can. We found no practica controls gpplicable
to this type of source and chose to exempt it from the affected source to reduce the record keeping

burden on the industry. We agree with the commenter that refillable containers reduce waste, but we
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do not believe that exempting aerosol cans and regulating refillable containers will lead to an increase in
the use of aerosol cans or their associated waste. The high cost of aerosol cans compared to refillable
containers will discourage coating facilities from using the former except when a specific type of
adhesve or only asmadl quantity of adhesiveis needed.

7.8 Facility Mantenance

Comment: One commenter (I'V-D-10) requested the definition of “facility maintenance” be
expanded to include the fabrication and coating of equipment needed to support the function of the
facility. The commenter specificaly cited the surface coating of equipment required for supporting,
holding, or reaching aircraft or aircraft parts and components as part of facility maintenance.

Response: The definition of “facility maintenance operations’ includes the routine repair or
renovation (including the surface coating) of the tools, equipment, machinery, and structures that
comprise the infragtructure of the affected facility and that are necessary for the facility to function inits
intended capacity. We believe that the present definition is sufficiently clear that one could easily
conclude that the surface coating of equipment required for supporting, holding, or reaching aircraft or
arcraft parts and componentsis part of facility maintenance, as long as the intended capecity of the
fadility is the manufacture or maintenance of aircraft and not the manufacture of this equipment for sde

in commerce.

7.9  Thermospladtic Olefin
Comment: One commenter (1V-D-03) sated that the fina rule should contain the following

definition of thermoplagtic olefin (TPO), which the commenter suggested is more complete than the
description in the technical support document:

Thermoplagtic alefin (TPO) means polyolefins (blends of polypropylene, polyethylene and its
copolymers). This aso includes blends of TPO with polypropylene and polypropylene aloys,
including, but not limited to, Thermoplagtic Elastomer (TPE), Polyurethane TPE (TPU),
Polyester TPE (TPEE), Polyamide TPE (TPAE), and PVC Thermoplagtic Elastomer (TPVC).
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Response: The EPA agrees that the suggested definition correctly expresses the intended
meaning of the term “thermoplagtic olefin (TPO)” and is consistent with the data consdered in
developing the emission limit for the TPO subcategory. The definition suggested by the commenter,
with minor modifications in the sequence of the words in some of the abbreviations, has been included
inthefind rule.

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-07) requested that the TPO subcategory be expanded to
include the following substrates and gpplications because they share the same characteristics used to
jusdtify the TPO subcategory:

. polyolefins

. high impact polystyrene (HIP);

. acrylonitrile-butadiene-styrene (ABS) to fiberglass,
. ABSto ABS;

. ABS to painted duminum;

. vinyl to fiberglass,

. Ddrin®; and

Alcatd® and smilar high performance materids.

The commenter suggested that a broader subcategory could be called “Low Surface Energy,
Nonporous Subgirates’ and could include severd applications involving adhesive for ABS and
fiberglass. The commenter described subsirate characteristics and performance characterigtics that
cause adhesves for these plagtics to require high levels of solvent, typicdly toluene or MEK. The same
commenter suggested that if the TPO subcategory is not expanded, the emission limit for adhesives
should beraised to 0.5 kg HAP/kg solids.

Response: Based on other comments, a definition of TPO has been added to the find rule that
includes polyolefins, and may aso include some of the other plastic substrates described by the

commenter:
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“ Thermoplastic olefin (TPO) means polyolefins (blends of polypropylene, polyethylene and
its copolymers). Thisdso includes blends of TPO with polypropylene and polypropylene dloys
including, but not limited to, thermoplastic dastomer (TPE), TPE polyurethane (TPU), TPE polyester
(TPEE), TPE polyamide (TPAE), and thermoplastic dastomer polyvinyl chloride (TPVC).”

We disagree with the commenter that the definition of TPO should be revised to include these
other pladtic types. The commenter provided no data indicating that the coatings used for these
materials would be unable to comply with the proposed emission limits or to support an emisson limit of

0.5 kg HAP/kg solids.
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8.0 NEW SOURCE APPLICABILITY

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-03) supported the proposed criteriafor the applicability of
new source MACT with respect to the definitions of anew source and a reconstructed source in
§63.4482(c)(2) and (3). However, other commenters (1V-D-03, IV-D-09, IV-D-11) requested
clarification on what additions or changesto afacility congtitute a new source.

One commenter (1V-D-09) requested that EPA confirm that the source is dl existing coating
operations at afacility when consdering the cost threshold for recongtructions that would cause an
exiging facility to become anew source. Asan example, if a source adds anew coeting line but the
cost islessthan 50 percent of the cost of dl facility coating operations, the commenter believes the new
lineis consdered part of the existing source and not a new source.

Response: The commenter (1V-D-09) isincorrect in assuming that the cost threshold is al of
the existing coating operations at a facility when considering the cost threshold for recongtructions.

Section 63.2 of the Generd Provisionsto part 63 (40 CFR 63, subpart A) define
reconstruction as follows: “ Reconstruction, unless otherwise defined in arelevant standard, means the
replacement of components of an affected or a previoudy nonaffected source to such an extent that: (1)
The fixed capital cost of the new components exceeds 50 percent of the fixed capital cost that would
be required to construct a comparable new source; and (2) It istechnologically and economically
feasible for the reconstructed source to meet the relevant standard(s) established by the Administrator
(or aState) pursuant to section 112 of the Act. Upon reconstruction, an affected source, or a Sationary
source that becomes an affected source, is subject to relevant standards for new sources, including
compliance dates, irrespective of any change in emissons of hazardous air pollutants from that source.”

It isimportant to note that the definition of recongtruction involves the replacement of
components of an affected source, and the plastic parts and products rule defines each affected source
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asthe collection of dl coating operations, materias, and equipment that are used for the surface coating
of plastic parts and products within each subcategory. (See 863.4482(b).) Therefore, it ispossible to
recongtruct the affected source gpplicable to a single subcategory without reconstructing al of the
coating operations at afacility.

For example, if afacility has only one coating line for TPO substrate coating operations, then
the cost threshold for recongtruction applies to that single line because that single line condtitutes the
affected source for that subcategory. If afacility has two or more lines for TPO substrate coating, then
the cost threshold appliesto dl of the TPO subgirate lines. If the same facility dso has agenerd use
coating operation, then the cost threshold for determining if the TPO subsirate line affected source was
recongtructed would not include the generd use coating operation because that is a separate
subcategory and condtitutes a separate affected source.

Comment: Two commenters (1V-D-03, 1V-D-11) recommended that the rule provide an
exemption from New Source Review (NSR), Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD), and New
Source Performance Standards (NSPS) for facilities that ingtal controls systems to comply with the
rule. Complying with these requirements would threaten timely compliance with the NESHAP,
according to the commenters. These changes could include the replacement of application equipment,
the ingtdlation of add-on controls, or increased NOx emissions from certain types of controls,
according to the commenters. One commenter (1V-D-03) suggested adding the following language to

reference the pollution control project provisonsin the PSD and NSR rules:

For any existing, new or reconstructed facility, any change to the facility related to

compliance with any of the requirements contained in this subpart shall be deemed to

meet the requirements of “ Pollution Control Project” as set forth in Part 51 or Part 52

and shall not cause the requirements of Prevention of Sgnificant Deterioration, New

Source Review, or New Source Performance Sandards to apply to such facility.

Response: We are not including in the fina rule an exemption from NSR, PSD, and NSPS for
those coating operations that are modified or upgraded in order to comply with thisrule. It would be
ingppropriate to include language in a NESHAP that could affect the applicability of these other
programs since these are better handled on a case-by-case basis by the States and Regions

implementing these other regulations. However, we do not expect compliance with this rule to require
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changes to existing coating operations that could trigger gpplicability under these other programs. The
only possible exceptions could be those few facilities that install combustion devices that may lead to an
increase in NOx emissions and these should be digible for the pollution control project exclusion in the
NSR regulations.

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-15) requested that EPA clarify that when afacility switches
gpplicability from one surface coating NESHAP to another, the coating operations that are present
before the switch are considered existing sources and not new sources.

Response: If aplastic parts surface coating affected source was constructed or reconsiructed
after December 4, 2002, then it is consdered anew source. If aplagtic parts surface coating affected
source was present before that date, then it is considered an existing source. A source can become a
new source only if it is constructed or reconstructed. Thefind rule 863.4482(c) States that an affected
sourceisanew source if it commences congtruction after December 4, 2002 by ingtaling new coating
equipment and the new equipment is used to ether (1) perform plastic parts surface coating where
previoudy no plastic parts and products surface coating was performed or (2) perform plagtic parts and
products coating in a subcategory that was not previoudy performed at that facility. Thefind rule
863.4482(d) refersto 863.2 for the definition of reconstruction. The definition of recongtruction in
863.2 of the NESHAP Generd Provisions includes replacement of components such that the fixed
capital cogts of the new components exceed 50 percent of the fixed capital costs that would be
required to construct a comparable new source. A coating operation could meet the definition of an
affected source subject to one NESHAP and then become an affected source subject to a different
NESHAP without performing construction or recongtruction, for example, by switching just the type of
part that is coated without adding or replacing equipment. Therefore, if a coating operation began
coating plastic parts and products after December 4, 2002 without performing construction or
recongruction, it would still be consdered an exigting source and subject to the emisson limits and
compliance dates for existing sources. If some congtruction or recongtruction were associated with that
shift to coating plastic parts and products, then the source would need to determine whether that
activity qudified that source as a new or reconstructed source according to the language in 863.4482 of
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the Plagtic Parts and Products NESHAP and the NESHAP Generd Provisonsin 40 CFR 63, subpart
A.
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9.0 EMISSION LIMITS

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-11) requested that EPA modify the emission limits for TPO
coating because the proposed limits are not practicaly achievable for solvent-based systems. The
commenter argued that because the floor facilities for existing sourcesin the TPO category include both
water-based and solvent-based technol ogies, solvent-based facilities are faced with disadvantagesin
meseting the sandards. The commenter tated that it is not economically feasible to convert to water-
based coatings, water-based coatings do not meet al customer needs, and low HAP solvents are
available only for limited gpplications. The commenter aso predicted that for some TPO operations,
such as adhesion promoter gpplication, emissons would exceed the HAP emission limits even it the
operation used add-on controls.

The commenter (1V-D-11) recommended that EPA consider two options. The first wasto
revise the emission limit o that it excludes emissions from cleaning solvents, or adjust the emission limit
to address the limited subgtitution or reformulation options for cleaning solvents. The commenter noted
that the proposed NESHAP for both surface coating of automobiles and light-duty trucks and for
surface coating of metal cans separate out cleaning operations from the emission limits and regulate
them with work practices. The second option suggested by the commenter was to establish separate
existing source emission limits for water-based and solvent-based TPO coating operations.

Response: We disagree with the commenter that the TPO emission limits should be revised to
exclude sources using waterborne coatings or add-on controls. We aso disagree that the emission
limits should exclude HAP emissions from cleaning operations. The commenter provided no data or
information that would indicate that sources using water-based coatings should be put into a separate
subcategory or subject to a separate emission limit from those that are using solvent-based coatings.
The products being coated by the lower-emitting "MACT floor" facilities are Smilar to those being

63



coated by the rest of the sourcesin the subcategory. Therefore, these sources need to be included in
the MACT andysis for TPO coating and the emisson limit for existing TPO sources can be no less
gringent than the average emission limit of the five best controlled sources. ThisMACT andyssadso
included the HAP emissions from cleaning operations in determining the emission rate for each of the
MACT floor facilities. The data on deaning and the reasons for including deaning in the emisson limits
are further described in Chapter 3 of this document. Since HAP emissions from cleaning were included
inthe MACT andysis, there is no need to regulate cleaning operations separately using work practices.

Exiding facilities have the flexibility to meet the TPO emission limit in avariety of ways,
including use of waterborne coatings, use of other low-HAP coating or cleaning materids, add-on
controls, or a combination of these. In addition, the find rule includes a compliance dternative for
plastic part surface coating sources subject to the Automobile and Light-Duty Truck NESHAP
currently under development. These sources may comply with the requirements of the Automobile and
Light-Duty Truck NESHAP for al surface coating operations on plastic parts used in automobiles or
light duty trucks, in lieu of aso complying with the plagtic partsrule. In addition, the find rule includes
the predominant activity compliance dternative, as suggested by commenters, and the facility-specific
emisson limit dternative. Both of these aterndtives, that were not included in the proposed rule,
provide gregater flexibility for TPO coating operations located at facilities aso meeting the gpplicability
criteria of other surface coating NESHAP subcategories.

Comment: Two commenters (IV-D-19, 1V-D-22) questioned the ability of personal
watercraft, motorcycle, and marine engine manufacturers to comply with the generd use emission limit.
The commenters stated that it is not technically feasible for coatings used on persond watercraft and
motorcycle plagtic parts to meet the emisson limits for the genera use category.  The commenters
argued that personal watercraft and motorcycle coatings need a separate category that more accurately
reflects their performance and durability requirements. One commenter (IV-D-19) argued, for
example, that the coatings used on persond watercraft need to protect the underlying fiberglass
laminate because persond watercraft are not manufactured with the gel coat finish found on other types
of boats. The commenter aso noted that persona watercraft product quality isjudged by the ability to

maintain its gopearance in a harsh marine environment.
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The second commenter (IV-D-22) suggested that the plagtic parts generd use emisson limit is
more stringent than the metal parts generd use emission limit and that this will favor metal substrates
over plastic substrates. The commenter noted that some meta substrates that are not cosmetically
important can be coated with powder coatings or eectrocoating, but these are not viable options for
plastic parts or where gppearance isimportant. The commenter suggested that since both metdl and
plagtic substrates in persond watercraft manufacturing and motorcycle manufacturing often use the
same coaings and spray booths, they should be subject to the same emission limit.

One commenter (IV-D-19) noted aso that the plastic covers on marine inboard and outboard
engines must aso meet the same gppearance and performance requirements as those for persond
watercraft. That is, the cover must have aquality finish thet is able to maintain its gppearance in aharsh
marine environment. The commenter reported that these covers are often painted at the same facility as
metal engine parts and meta and plagtic parts are often, but not dways, painted on the sameline.

To resolve these issues, commenter (IV-D-19) requested that either these coating operations
be regulated under an emission limit separate from the genera use subcategory, or that the generd use
emisson limitsin the plastic parts and metd parts rules be harmonized and suggested thet these
operations could meet alimit thet is intermediate between the metd and plagtic limits.

Response: The commenters did not provide coating data to support the claim that the coatings
used on persona watercraft, motorcycles, or marine engine covers could not meet the proposed
emission limits, or to support the development of dternative emission limits. Therefore, the find rule
does not contain a separate category or emission limit for persond watercraft, motorcycle, or marine
engine cover coating operations. However, facilities that coat both metd and plastic parts will be
dlowed to cdculate a facility-specific emission limit based on the rdative amount of coating performed
on each subdrate. This overdl facility-specific emisson limit will be intermediate between the
goplicable metd and plastic emisson limits. This gpproach will dlow facilities that coat these types of
metd and plastic parts more flexibility in complying with the limits for their plastic part surface coating
operations since they will be able to gpply some emission reductions from metad part coating operations
that use powder coating or eectro-coating to the demongtration of overal compliance for their plagtic
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part and meta part coating operations. Thisfind gpproach is consstent with the recommendation of
commenter 1V-D-19.

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-16) suggested that EPA consider including a percent
reduction emission limit for sources that use an add-on control device for demonstrating compliance.
The commenter noted that many sources have add-on controls and this may contradict the EPA's
prediction that many sources will not use add-on controls to comply.

Response: We disagree with the commenter that the fina rule should have a percent-reduction
emission limit for sources that use add-on controls. Since the vast mgjority of sourcesin the plastic
parts database did not have add-on controls, the MACT andyss used the HAP emisson rate (Ib HAP
per b solids) as the common metric for measuring relaive emissions from each facility. This measure
normalizes the emission rate across al Szes and types of facilities and dlows facilities to achieve
compliance using a variety of pollution prevention measures and control techniques. Thisformat also
ensures tha controlled emissions after the fina rule isimplemented are measured on an equd basis,
since two sources with equa percent reductions could have different controlled emission rates. We
have dso received no new information indicating that add-on controls will be used by many sourcesto
comply. Therefore, the find rule does not include a percent reduction emission limit for sources with
add-on controls.

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-04) argued that the proposed emission limits would
adversdly affect their ability to use coating that shield eectronic devices from eectromagnetic
interference and radio frequency interference. The commenters reported that they currently use about
1200 galons per year of conductive coatings with HAP contents between 1.95 to 3.31 Ib HAP per Ib
solids. The commenter requested that the find rule either exempt these coatings entirdly or establish a
separate subcategory for these coatings with more achievable emission limits.

The same commenter (1V-D-04) also argued that the proposed emission limits would affect
their ability to use adhesion promoters in order to achieve adurable finish on Noryl® and other plastic
subgrates. The adhesion promoter they are currently using and which is most competible with the
lower-HAP, higher-solids coatings they are using has a HAP content of 2.17 Ib HAP per 1b solids.
The commenter reported that the combination of lower-HAP, higher-solids coatings and adhesion
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promoter have decreased overdl VOC and HAP emissons. The commenter requested that the final
rule either exempt adhesion promoters entirely or establish a separate subcategory for these coatings
with more achievable emisson limits.

The commenter (1V-D-04) aso noted that FDA approva is needed for coating used in medica
equipment and requested that the find rule extend compliance times for coatings that require FDA
approva, which can be along and extended process.

Response: Thefina rule does not include the exemptions, separate subcategories, or extended
compliance times requested by the commenter. The commenter has noted that severd of the coatings
they currently use cannot meet the proposed emission limits. The fina rule includes the emission rate
without add-on controls compliance option for facilities that use amix of lower- and higher-HAP
materids. The commenter has not demongtrated why the facility cannot use this compliance option to
off-set higher emissions from the non-compliant coatings with lower emissions from other coatings.

The Noryl® plagtic described by the commenter may satisfy the definition of athermoplastic
olefin and, if so, the coating of this plastic would be subject to the TPO subcategory emission limit. This
emisson limit isless stringent than the generd use emission limit and reflects the average emissions from
the entire TPO surface coating process, including the adhesion promoter and subsequent top coats.

The 3-year compliance date for existing sources is the maximum alowed for existing sources
under section 112(i)(3)(A) of the CAA, except as provided in 112(i)(3)(B) and 112(i)(4) though (8).
However, the commenter has not demonstrated how FDA approved coatings would quaify under any
one of those exceptions. In addition, as noted above, the commenter may be able to use the emission
rate without add-on controls option to achieve compliance and till use the higher-HAP FDA agpproved
coatings.
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10.0 COMPLIANCE OPTIONS

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-13) supported the provison in 863.4491 that allows a
source to use different compliance options within the source. But the commenter suggested that the rule
language is confusing and compliance officids may not dlow the full degree of flexibility that EPA
intended. Specificdly, it isnot clear what isintended by “coating operation.” According to the
commenter, sources may not be dlowed to use different compliance options when applying different
coatings to the same product, and when gpplying the same coating to different products. The
commenter suggested that EPA revise the definition of a* coating operation” to read as follows:

The process of applying a given quantity of coating material or solvent to a given part
and all subsequent process stages where HAPs are emitted from the specific quantity of
coating or solvent on the specific part.
The same commenter (1V-D-13) suggested that the rule also clearly state that a source may establish
different coating operations and employ different compliance options when different solvents or coatings
are used on the same part or when the same solvent or coating is applied to different parts.

A second commenter (1V-G-01) suggested allowing parts of a source to use different
compliance options so that compliance could be less burdensome for the emission units complying with
the compliant materiads option. In particular, the commenter suggested that averaging could be used for
just asmal subset of coatings with maost coatings mesting the compliant materias option.

Response: We agree with commenter (1V-D-13) that facilities should have flexibility to use
different compliance options, and have revised the language in the compliance options, section
(863.4491) accordingly. Y ou may choose to use one compliance option for the entire affected source,

or you may use different compliance options for different coating operations within the affected source,
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Y ou may dso use different compliance options for the same coating operation at different times,
different compliance options when different coatings are gpplied to the same part, or when the same
coating is applied to different parts.

Y ou may choose different compliance options for different lines at the same facility. For
example, one line may be able to use the compliant materids option, while another line may need the
flexibility to use higher- and lower-HAP materid's under one of the emission rate compliance options. It
may be more practical to use an add-on control for some coating operations, such as a specific line,
than for others. If you have an add-on control device on some coating operations, the work practice
standards gpply to only the coatings and operations controlled by the add-on controls. It isimportant
to note that a source cannot, under any compliance option, include the same coating applied to the
same part in more than one compliance option at the same time.

Thefind rule dlows the flexibility requested by commenter 1V-G-01. For example, most of the
coatings used on aparticular line may be ale to individualy meet the emisson limit for a particular
subcategory, but afew coatings may need a higher-HAP content. 'Y ou could average these higher-
HAP coatings with some of the lower-HAP materias under the emission rate without add-on controls
option and demonstrate compliance for these separately, while the other lower-HAP coatings comply
under the compliant materias option.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-14) requested that the compliant materias option provide a
low-volume exemption for cleaning solvents, thinners, and other additives that contain small amounts of
HAP, smilar to the Wood Furniture MACT. The commenter noted that coating manufacturers
sometimes provide cusomers with “fixatives’ for reformulated coating with performance problems
(e.0., Storage, application, cure, or aesthetic or physical properties). The fixatives may contain asmal
amount of HAP. The commenter stated that the threshold limit should be 250 gallons of coating per
year. Alternatively, the commenter supported the use of emisson averaging to address the problem.

Response: Thefind rule does not contain alow-volume exemption for thinners, fixatives, or
other additivesin the compliant materias option. The compliant materids option isintended asasmple
way to demonstrate compliance for a specific subset of facilities that are not using add-on control

devices to comply with the emisson limits and where dl the coatings they use individudly mest the
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emisson limitsin thefind rule. Additionaly, because the emisson limits and compliance caculations
include thinners and cleaning materids, this specific subsat of facilities dso mugt use only “non-HAP’
thinners and cleaning materids (as defined in the rule). When these redtrictions are met, the compliance
demongtration burden can be significantly reduced. As an incentive to those facilities that choose to
meset the emission limits through these pollution prevention measures, we have included thisless
burdensome compliance demondration in the rule. Facilities that must use cleaning materids or thinners
and other additives that contain HAP can use “ Emission Rate Without Add-On Controls Option,”
which wasincluded in the proposed rule and is retained in the find rule.

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-03) stated that section 63.4541 of the compliant materias
option should be revised to clarify that the requirement that sources use “no thinner or other additive, or
cleaning materia that contain organic HAP’ means that HAP does not exceed 0.1 percent for OSHA-
defined carcinogens and 1.0 percent for all other HAP.

Response:  Section 63.4541 of the proposed and final rule contain procedures for determining
HAP content that specify that only individua HAP present at concentrations above the OSHA
reporting thresholds are considered in determining if amaterid contains HAP. In addition, thefind rule
includes a definition on non-HAP materias based on the OSHA reporting thresholds. Thinners and
other additives, cleaning solvents, and coatings are conddered non-HAP as long as the organic HAP
level does not exceed the OSHA reporting thresholds for HAP (0.1 percent by weight for OSHA-
defined carcinogens and 1.0 percent by weight for other HAP). Comment: One commenter
(IV-G-01) suggested that emission units with add-on controls that demonstrate emissions of |ess than
50 percent of the applicable emission limit be exempt from monthly compliance demongtrations, the
work practice plan, and the start-up, shutdown, and malfunction reports.

Response: The proposed and find rule are in the format of pounds HAP emitted per pound of
coating solids used and were not in the format of a percent HAP emission reduction. Thisformat was
chosen to ensure that compliance at different facilities was being compared on an equa basisrdative to
production levels. Even if afacility were able to demondtrate during a one-time test that emissons were
subgtantialy less than the emission limits, that does not assure future compliance because of changes
that may occur in the types of materias that are used and the rdative amount of materials that are used
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(eg., anincreasein the use of higher-HAP coatings or of HAP containing solvents that contain no
solids). The compliance cdculations included in the rule assure compliance at dl times, even asan
operation changes over time. Furthermore, monitoring is needed to assure that control devices continue
to be operated as they were during the performance test. Therefore, the find rule does not include the
amplified compliance demondtration suggested by the commenter.
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11.0 COMPLIANCE PERIOD

Comment: Several commenters (1VV-D-01, IV-D-03 IV-D-06) supported the use of a 12-
month rolling average for demongtrating compliance. One commenter (1V-D-01) supported basing the
emission limit on a 12-month rolling average of al coatings used because the commenter currently
collects data by this method and the commenter predicted that the rule should not result in an excessve
amount of additional record keeping. Two commenters (IV-D-03, 1V-D-06) supported emisson limits
based on a 12-month rolling average because it dlows flexibility to address planned shutdowns,
changes in product demand, and seasond variations. One commenter (I'V-D-03) noted that sourcesin
the automobile and light-duty truck manufacturing industry have periodic shutdowns for maintenance
and dso have month-to-month changesin production that affect coating operations.

Response: The EPA agrees with the commenters and compliance based on a 12-month rolling
average has been retained in the find rule. However, the rule so contains a compliant materia option
which will dlow afacility to determine compliance without having to caculate emissons on aralling 12-
month bass. Thiswill facilitate compliance with fewer cdculations for those facilities that can teke
advantage of this option.

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-06) suggested that the rule should be modified to reflect that
theinitial compliance period will last 12 months plus the portion of the month between the effective date
of the rule and the end of that month. The commenter provided revised language and equations to
incorporate this darification.

Response: We agree with the commenter that the language discussing the initid compliance
period and the equations for calculating the emission rate for that period should be revised to reflect that
this period is likely to be greater than 12 months for nearly al sources. The commenters suggested

changes are reflected in severd places and equationsin the fina rule.
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Comment: One commenter (1V-D-06) stated that the find rule should dlow a 3-year
compliance period for existing area sources that become major sources, rather than 1 year as
proposed, because the leve of effort needed for existing sourcesto comply is no different. The
commenter cited the organic liquids distribution NESHAP (40 CFR part 63, subpart EEEE), which
alows 3 yearsto comply. The commenter also supported a 3-year compliance period for existing
SOUrces.

Response: Exigting area sources that become mgjor sources have until the existing source
compliance date of 3 years after the effective date of the final rule (date of promulgation) or 1 year after
becoming amgor source, whichever islater. The EPA expects that compliant coatings and lower-
HAP coating technology will be more readily available as more new and existing sources must comply
with the rule in the three years between the effective date and the existing source compliance date.
Therefore, those area sources that become major sources after the existing source compliance date will
have a greater range of compliant products and technologies at their disposa and will not need the three
years to come into compliance that is needed by facilities that are currently existing major sources.
Furthermore, an area source should know in advance that it plans to expand or make an operationa
change that will result in becoming amgor source. Thiswill dlow additiond time before it becomes a
magjor source to plan its compliance strategy. The compliance periods included at proposd were

retained in the find rule for facilities that become major sources.
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12.0 COMPLIANCE CALCULATIONS

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-01) requested that they be allowed to calculate and report
emissions starting with the mass of coatings used, rather than with the coating volume used. The
commenter predicted that they will use the emisson rate without add-on controls option to demondrate
compliance. The comment noted that they currently purchase and track their coatings on a“mass’
basis, but the rule equations assume coating usage is tracked on avolume bass. The commenter was
concerned that the rule would require them to first convert their materia usage to volume and then back
to mass. Thiswould complicate their emisson caculations and increase the potentid for errors and
misunderstandings, according to the commenter.

Response: We agree with the commenter that it is not necessary to convert from mass of
coating to volume of coating to complete the compliance caculations. Various sections of the rule have
been revised to sate that if you purchase materids or monitor consumption by weight instead of
volume, you do not need to determine and keep records of materid dengity and convert weights to
volumes. Instead, you may use the materid weight in place of the combined terms for dengity and
volume in the equations for demondtrating compliance in the emission rate without add-on controls
compliance option and the emission rate with add-on controls option.

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-03) suggested that EPA expand the credit allowed for HAP
contained in materids collected for recycling or disposd off-gte to include HAP in recycled paints,
cleaning and purge materids for facilities with add-on controls. They suggested that the language of
863.4551(e)(4)(i) berevised asfollows:

(i) You may include in the determination only waste materias that are generated by coating
operationsin the affected source for which you use Equation 1 of this section and that will be
treated or disposed by afacility regulated as a TSDF under 40 CFR part 262, 264, 265, or
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266 or by virtue of any other waste collection activity where the source maintains
records of the materials collected.

(i1) The TSDF may be either off-gite or on-gte. Y ou may not include organic HAP contained in
wastewater.

The commenter dso sated that credit should be given for materids that are collected and
reused in the coating operations on-ste without being recycled or treated through a TSDF as waste.
Another commenter (1V-D-11) stated that the Emission Rate Without Add-on Controls Option alows
sources to take credit for HAP included in materias recycled off-site and suggested that sources that
recycle on-site should receive the same credit. The commenter stated that language in §63.4541,
63.4551, and 63.4561(a) suggested that sources with add-on control also receive credit for recycled
codings, thinners or cleaning materids in the compliance calculations. EPA should darify thisin the
find rule

Response:  Section 63.4551(e)(4)(i) has not been revised to alow dternative recordkeeping of
waste treatment or disposal. The requirementsin 40 CFR part 262, 264, 265, or 266 ensure a proper
accounting for providing credit for the trestment and disposa of hazardous waste materids that would
otherwise be included in the compliance calculetions.

Section 63.4551 of the rule has been revised to indicate that if you use coatings, thinners and/or
other additives, or cleaning materids that have been reclamed on-site, the amount of each used in a
month may be reduced by the amount of each that isreclamed. That is, the amount used may be
caculated as the amount consumed to account for materias that are reclaimed. This change addresses
the commenter's request for credit for materials that are collected and reused in the coating operations
on-site without being recycled or treated through a TSDF as waste.

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-16) requested that the compliance caculations exclude
coatings with no HAP, (e.g. powder coatings) because including powder coatings would reduce
expected HAP emissions reductions. The commenter suggested that averaging should be limited to
only liquid coatings only.

Response: Inclusion of powder coatings in the compliance caculations was intended to serve
as an incentive for sources to use powder coatings in reducing their overall emisson levd. If asource

chooses to use an emission rate (with or without add-on controls) compliance option, powder coatings
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can be included in determining the 12-month rolling average emisson rate. \We expect that increased
use of powder coatingswill promote this technology as a pollution prevention dternative and will result
in greater emission reductions than if powder coatings were specificaly excluded from compliance
caculations. If a source chooses to omit powder coatings from the emission rate compliance
cdculations, the source could document that the powder coatings are in compliance under the
compliant materias option since powder coatings are essentialy 100 percent solids.
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13.0 TEST METHODS

13.1 Comparing Formulation Data and Default HAP Contentsto EPA Test Methods
Comment: Two commenters (1V-D-03, 1V-D-14) disagreed that EPA test methods should

prevail in cases where there is disagreement with formulation data or the default vaues for the HAP
content of solvent blends that are presented in Tables 3 and 4 in the proposed rule. The commenters
cited saverd examplesillugrating the variability possble with EPA Method 311 results under different
testing conditions. One commenter (1V-D-14) noted also that EPA Method 24 cannot be used for
ultraviolet cured coatings and sources must rely on manufacturers data.

The commenters (IV-D-03, 1V-D-14) recommended modifying the rule to say that test data
shdl govern unless the source can demongtrate to the satisfaction of the enforcement agency that the
formulation data were correct. One commenter (1V-D-03) also argued that a source should be held
harmlessiif they used in good faith the default vaues for solvent blendsin Tables 3 and 4 of the rule and
Method 311 test results showed higher HAP contents, or the source should be alowed to rebut the
Method 311 test results. Otherwise, the commenter argued, sources will not be ableto rely on the
default values for solvent blends and will need to perform expensive testing of coating materias.

One commenter (IV-D-21) dso requested that the fina rule dlow facilitiesto rely solely on the
manufacturers representations to demonstrate the HAP content of coatings. The commenter cited, as
an example, the fact that the Aerospace Manufacturing and Rework NESHAP does not apply to
certain coatings that a facility determines to have HAP contents below 0.1 weight-percent for OSHA-
defined carcinogens and 1.0 percent for al other HAP, based solely on the manufacturers
representations.

Response: It is EPA’s generd regulatory approach for surface coating sources that the EPA
test methods will prevail in adiscrepancy between formulation data supplied by the coating supplier and
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test data, and the facility will be hed responsible for deviations from the emisson limits due to these
inconggencies. (The enforcement authority will determine if the deviation is a violation of the sandard.)
Facilities usng formulation data for compliance demondrations should only do so if they are
comfortable that the formulation data supplied by the coating supplier are correct. For example,
coatings manufacturers should use the gppropriate test method or should have certified HAP content
documentation provided to them by their raw materid suppliers. It isto the benefit of the facility that
the facility pursue a high degree of certainty in the formulation data they accept for use in compliance
demongtrations.

In 8§63.4541(a) of the proposed rule, afacility could use either EPA Method 311, EPA
Method 24, an dternative method's test results or manufacturerss formulation data to determine the
HAP content of materids used in compliance demondtrations. A facility could use the default HAP
contents for solvent blendsin Tables 3 and 4. However, if a difference was present between the test
results and manufacturers data or the default vaues for solvent blends, the test method results would
take precedence. As suggested by the commenter, a provision has been added to 863.4541(a) that in
adisagreement between manufacturers data or the default values, and the results of atest, the test
method results will not take precedence if you demondrate to the satisfaction of the enforcement
agency that the formulation data or default values were correct. The demonstration could include,
among other things, a showing that the formulation data or default values and test method data were
within the precison or accuracy of the test method results and no significant difference exists between
the two.

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-03) requested that EPA include the following procedures to
assure consstency in using EPA Method 311, or a least include language adlowing afacility to rebut
Method 311 test results:

Q) The facility should have the option to divide any sample collected by any agency that
implements and enforces the MACT standard.
2 The facility will provide to the gpplicable agency its determination of the proper test

parameters to be used and the temperature at which the andysis should be performed,;
ad
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3 Both the gpplicable control agency and the facility shdl be authorized to be present
while testing and/or sampling under Method 311 is being conducted.

Response: Thefind rule indudes language dlowing afacility to rebut the results of aMethod
311 test of HAP content.

Comment: Three commenters (1V-D-03, 1V-D-14, 1V-G-01) stated that the final rule should
alow HAP concentrations to be based on the average of arange on an MSDS, adjusted to a maximum
composition of 100 percent, where HAP content is reported as arange. According to the commenters,
asngle MSDS is often provided by the supplier with HAP contents expressed in ranges to represent a
group of different colors of the same product. One commenter (IV-G-01) stated that providing specific
formulation deta for each color would be burdensome with no environmental benefit. One commenter
(1V-D-03) suggested that using the average of the reported range would prevent a facility from having
to determine the actua composition, and thus would be consstent with TRI reporting. The commenter
(1V-D-03) argued that a requirement to use the upper limit of arange would lead to agross
overstatement of the HAP content of materids.

Response: If arange of organic HAP is presented, it is up to the user to determine the
gopropriate vaue. It isimportant to remember, however, that in the event of any inconsstency
between formulation data and Method 311 andyses, the Method 311 data will take precedence unless
the user can demondirate to the satisfaction of the enforcement agency that the formulation data were
correct.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-18) representing a State Department of Environmental
Conservation supported the idea of providing default organic HAP mass fractions for certain solvent
blendsin Tables 3 and 4 of Subpart PPPP, but questioned how the default HAP contents were
generated. The commenter believed that some solvent names and CAS registry numbers are used
interchangeably such that two CAS numbers with different HAP contents may be referred to by the
same name. This practice occurs because often CAS numbers are assigned based on properties other
than HAP content. The commenter requested that the tables be amended to reflect common names of
solvent blends and that the highest HAP content be used in the table when a common name is

associated with more than one CAS number.

79



Response: The default HAP contents were generated from a gas-chromatograph (GC) andysis
of common solvent blends performed by the Chemica Manufacturers Association and aleading
supplier of petroleum solvents to the coatings industry.?

The find rule provides additiond ingtructions that were not included in the proposed rule for the
use of the default HAP contents for solvent blendsin Tables 3 and 4 of therule. If asolvent blend
matches both the name and CAS number for an entry in Table 3, that entry’s organic HAP mass
fraction must be used for that solvent blend. Otherwise, the organic HAP mass fraction for the entry
matching either the solvent blend name or CAS number must be used, or the organic HAP mass
fraction from Table 4 must be used if neither the name or CAS number match. However, if a
measurement of HAP content using EPA Method 311 reved's a higher HAP content than from using
the defaults vaues in the tables, then the Method 311 results will take precedence unless the facility can

demongtrate that the default values were correct.

13.2  Using OSHA Reporting Cutoffs When Determining HAP Content
Comment: One commenter (1V-D-06) supported using the OSHA cutoffs for evauating HAP

content.

Response: The EPA agrees that use of the OSHA levelsis gppropriate. The OSHA levelsare
common reporting thresholds that are aready in use, are reflected on MSDS sheets for materias, and
are familiar to materid suppliersand users. The use of these thresholds will minimize the recordkesping

and reporting burden.

13.3 Reactive Adhesives
Comment: Four commenters (1V-D-13, 1V-D-17, IV-D-24, IV-G-3) dated that the find rule

should alow sources or materias suppliers to use aternatives to EPA Method 24 to determine the
amount of HAP that is actudly emitted from reective adhesives as they are used and should include a

2Memorandum from Paul Almodovar, U.S. EPA/OAQPS/CCPG, to CCPG Project teams
and Project Files. November 19, 1998. “Petroleum Solvent Blends and Associated HAP Contents.”
(Docket ID No. OAR-2003-0074, Formerly Docket A-99-12).
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definition of reactive adhesivesin therule. The proposed rule and associated test methods assumed
that all HAP contained in coatings or additives are emitted. However, in reactive adhesives, some of
the HAP species react with other ingredients to form solids and are not emitted to the atmosphere.
Therefore, the amount of HAP emitted can be sgnificantly less than the amount of HAP present in the
liquid adhesive. The commenters stated that an dternative approved method could be used to
determine HAP content for compliance with the “compliant materid” option or when determining
emisson rate for compliance with the “emission rate without add on control” option.

One commenter (1V-D-24) described three examples of reective adhesives: urethane systems,
methyl methacrylate sysems and melamine high-temperature cure systems.  Urethane adhesives contain
isocyanates which are consumed during curing and emissons are generdly considered to be less than
0.005 percent of the total materid weight as applied. Methyl methacrylate containing adhesive systems
used in open molded composites are catalyzed by peroxide to form a hardened polymer. Supplier
information indicates that HAP emissons are less than 0.05 percent of the total materid weight. On the
other hand, melamine high-temperature cure systems have low HAP content as supplied, but emit HAP
in the form of formaldehyde during the cure. The commenter suggested that some of the floor-setting
facilities use large quantities of these melamine adhesives, and this could result in an underestimation of
emissonsin the MACT floor.

Response: An dternative method for determining the fraction of HAP emitted from reective
adhesives has been included as an appendix to the fina rule. Sources using reective adhesives may use
this method for demongtrating compliance based on the HAP actudly emitted, rather than using Method
311, Method 24, or composition data. The method relies on preparing a sample (of known weight) of
the adhesive as it will be gpplied, dlowing it to fully cure, baking the sample, and then weighing the
cured adhesive to determine the weight loss. The weight |oss represents the volatile fraction that is
emitted from the adhesive.

We reviewed the coatings and HAP species that were found in the coatings used by the MACT
floor fecilities. Meamine coatings were not used by the floor facilitiesin any of the four subcategories,
S0 acocounting for the forma dehyde emissons that evolve from these coatings during curing would not

have affected the outcome of the MACT andysis.
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14.0 MONITORING, REPORTING AND RECORDKEEPING REQUIREMENTS

Comment: Two commenters (1V-D-03, 1V-D-15) recommended that 863.4510 should be
revised to exempt sources from the requirement to submit an initid notification if they have dready
submitted a 8112(j) Part 1 Application to States regarding the Plastic Parts and Products Surface
Coating MACT.

Response: The Generd Provisons specified in 40 CFR 63 Subpart A goply to dl NESHAP
source categoriesin Part 63. Under 863.9(b), the owner or operator of afacility subject to a
NESHAP for a given source category must submit an initid, written notification to the EPA within the
gpplicable time period identifying the facility and the specific NESHAP subpart to which the facility is
subject. Inthis case, the owner or operator of afacility with plastic parts and products surface coating
operations subject to the NESHAP is required to prepare and submit an initial notification. Section
112(j) of the Act requires owners and operators of mgjor sources within a source category to apply for
aTitle V permit should the EPA fail to promulgate emission standards for that source category by the
date specified in the regulatory schedule established through Section 112(e) of the Act. The gpplication
requirements are specified under 40 CFR 63 Subpart B. Although the Subpart B application
requirements include some of the same information required for the Subpart A initid notification (eg.,
facility name, address, brief description of source), the two documents serve different administrative
purposes under the NESHAP program. Therefore, it is not gppropriate to provide an exemption in the
find rule as requested by the commenters.

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-06) requested that the period for submitting the notification
of compliance status be increased from 30 to 60 days to dlow sufficient time to compile information.
The commenter (1V-D-06) noted other NESHAPs such as Ferrodloys Production, Vegetable Oil, and
Wet Formed Fiberglass Mats (subparts XXX, GGGG, and HHHH) alow 60 days for this notification.
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Response: The requirement to submit a notification of compliance status 30 days after the
completion of the initid compliance period has been retained in the fina rule and has not been extended
to 60 days. The 30-day reporting period is consstent with other surface coating NESHAP and should
be an adequate period of time for this source category. The information that afacility needsto
demongtrate compliance can be compiled on amonthly basis during the initid 12-month compliance
period. Therefore, dl that is needed in the 30 days after the end of the initid compliance period isto
perform the compliance caculations to reflect the fina month of the initid compliance period and to
assemble the notification. However, if a particular source needs additiona time or wishesto adjust the
schedule, 863.9(i) of the Genera Provisions specifies procedures for requesting an dternative reporting
schedule or postmark date. Requests must be submitted to and approved by the Administrator (or
their delegated representative, such as a State agency) as specified in the Genera Provisions.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-11) suggested that the schedule for submitting semi-annual
compliance reports should coincide with existing Title V operating permits. Although EPA has
proposed this, the commenter stated that EPA did not address the problems that individua States have
varying submittal dates, whereas the EPA dates are fixed. The commenter requested that EPA discuss
how to resolve the differences in compliance periods or submittal dates.

Response: Thefind rule, congstent with the proposed rule, dlows for an affected source to
submit its semiannua compliance report aong with, or as part of, its 6- month monitoring report
required by 40 CFR part 70 or part 71. The reports can be submitted on the same schedule as the
Title V semiannual reports. See 863.4520(8)(2)(iv) and (a)(2) of thefind rule.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-03) stated that section 63.4520(8)(4), which includes the
requirement to report that no deviations occurred, should be deleted and the rule should defer to Title
V reporting requirements, specificaly 40 CFR 70.6(a)(3)(iii)(A). At aminimum, EPA should clarify
that the statement is not a guarantee that there were no deviations because al certifications are based
on information and belief formed after reasonable review of the monitoring information. Thefact a
deviation is missed or overlooked is not itsdf a violation, according to the commenter.

Response: We disagree with the commenter that the affirmative statements regarding the
absence of certain deviations required by 63.4520(a)(4) should be deleted. As 6-month monitoring
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reports are not required by part 70 or part 71 to contain such affirmative statements, there isno
duplication in requiring such statements under thisrule. Such affirmative statements alow a permitting
authority to quickly ascertain whether a source has experienced certain deviations which in turn dlows
for the more efficient alocation of resources.

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-06) stated that if the compliant materias option is used, the
fina rule should not require records of the volume of compliant materids used. This information would
serve no purpose. The commenter has proposed dternative language for 863.4530(d) with new text
underlined:

(d) A record of the name and volume of each coating, thinner or other additive, and cleaning
materid used during each compliance period. If you are using the compliant materid option for
an individual coating operation, or for multiple coating operations as a group, or for the entire
affected aH-costings-atthe source, you may maintain purchase records for each materia used
rather than arecord of the volume used.

Response: The EPA agrees that these records are not needed if a sourceis using the compliant
materids option for al coating operations and plansto do so a dl timesin the future. However, EPA
disagress that this information would serve no purpose and is maintaining this requirement in the final
rule for the following reasons. Keeping arecord of the volume of each coating used dlows verification
that al coating materias used (except those that qudify for the low volume exemption) have been
accounted for and included in the compliance demondration.  If asource is using the compliant
materials option for some coating operations and the emission rate without add-on controls or the
emission rate with add-on controls option for other coating operations, the source will need records of
the amount of coating used in each operation under each compliance option to account for al materias
subject to thisrule. Similarly, if a source switches from the compliant materials option to another
option, the source will need to demondrate that it isin compliance based on the past 12 months of data
and consumption data would be needed for that demongtration. Findly, other air programs under the
Act and other environmenta programs frequently require reporting of environmenta releases (such as
the Toxic Release Inventory) that must be caculated from consumption data, so it islikely that these
records are dready maintained by those sources that will be subject to thisrule.
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As suggested by the commenter, many source may use purchase record which they dready
have available to determine usage, and thisis alowed by therule.  In many cases, afacility can use
purchase records and make the assumption that al the coating materias that are purchased are used in
their coating operation in order to smplify compliance caculations. However, in some cases, purchase
records would not be sufficient. For example, if afacility is usng the same coatings for different surface
coating operations that are subject to different emission limits, or if the facility has eected to use
different compliance demongtration options for different coating lines or operations within the facility,
then the facility will need to track coating usagein their different coating operations.

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-06) requested that the rule require that records be “readily
accessble’ from the site, not stored on site. Thiswould alow records to be stored electronically on
off-gte servers. Another commenter (1V-G-01) requested that making records available eectronicaly
from the site be added as an dternative to storing hard copies of records onsite.

Response: The language in the rule is consgstent with, and references, 863.10(b)(1) of the
NESHAP Generd Provisons, and therefore, has not been revised. It should be noted that the rule
requires that a source keep records in aform suitable and readily available for expeditious review. The
records may be maintained on microfilm, on a computer, on computer floppy disks, on magnetic tape
disks, or on microfiche. Thislanguage would include centraized records that are readily accessible

from a computer onsite.
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15.0 ADD-ON CONTROLS

15.1 Generd Comments

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-06) requested that boilers be added to the list of control
optionsin thisrule. The commenter aso requested that no performance testing or monitoring be
required for boilers with design hegt input capacity greater than or equal to 44 megawaitts or boilersinto
which the vent stream isintroduced with the primary fuel. The commenter dso requested that such
boilers be assumed to achieve 98 percent control efficiency for purposes of emissons cdculations
required by the rule. The commenter cited 14 other NESHAP which include this as an option and
suggested specific regulatory language to address this option.

Response: Although other NESHAP have included provisions to use boilers as add-on control
devices, they have not been included in surface coating NESHAP since they have not been commonly
used as add-on controlsin the surface coating industry. However, afacility for which thisisafeasble
control option may request awaiver of performance testing under §63.7(h) and apply to use dterndtive
monitoring of a boiler as an add-on control device under 863.8(f) of the Generd Provisons. The
facility would gill need to measure and monitor capture efficiency of the emission capture system and
include thisin their initid and continuing compliance demondrations.

Another approach that you may use isthe equivaency by permit option in 40 CFR part 63,
subpart E (863.94). Under this approach, you may design an emissions control program that is suited
for your process or plant as long as you can demondtrate that your program will achieve the same
emissions reductions as the NESHAP. 'Y ou must then work with your State, locdl, or tribd air
pollution control agency to submit an equivalency demondration. This equivalency demongtration will
be reviewed by the appropriate EPA Regiona Office. The equivaency demondgtration is approved as
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part of the operating permit approva process. For more information, please see the section 112(1)
website a http://mww.epa.gov/ttn/atw/112(1)/112-1pg.html.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-13) stated that the work practices and recordkeeping
requirements for sources using add-on controls are overly burdensome. The commenter suggested that
sources with add-on controls where the emissions are less than 50-percent of the alowable limit should
be exempt from the work practice requirements and that sources using atherma oxidizer should only
be required to record the oxidation temperature. The commenter argued that the burden of the
proposed requirements is a disincentive to using add-on controls.

A second commenter (1V-G-01) stated that add-on controls are clearly a superior technology
and that the only requirements should be an initid demongtration of that capture and control will reduce
HAP emissonsto the leve equivaent to the emisson limits. After that, ongoing emissions caculaions
should not berequired. A smple operating parameter should be the only monitoring requirement. For
existing add-on controls, no compliance demondration should be necessary and existing monitoring
conditions should be retained. The commenter also suggested that add-on controls that achieve
emissions of lessthan 50 percent of the applicable limit be required only to demongtrate control
efficiency one time and that al usage tracking, ongoing compliance caculaions, and continuous
monitoring should be waived.

Response: The proposed and fina rule are in the format of 1b HAP emitted per pound of
coating solids used and were not in the format of a percent HAP emission reduction. This format was
chosen to ensure that compliance at different facilities was being compared on an equa basisrdative to
production levels. Even if afacility were able to demondtrate during a one-time test that emissons were
subgtantidly less than the emission limits, that does not assure future compliance because of changes
that may occur in the types of materids that are used and the relative amount of materias that are used
(eg., anincrease in the use of higher-HAP coatings or of HAP containing solvents that contain no
solids). The compliance caculations included in the rule assure compliance a dl times, even asan
operation changes over time. Furthermore, monitoring is needed to assure that control devices continue
to be operated as they were during the performance test. Therefore, the find rule does not include the
amplified compliance demongtration suggested by the commenters.

87



15.2 Peaformance Teding Requirements

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-11) stated that the regulations should clearly specify that
initid compliance testing for Subpart PPPP isrequired only at the initid startup of the plant, and not
repeated for permit renewals.

Response: Thefind rule specifiesthat an initid performance test is required during which
emission capture system and add-on control device operating limits are established. After theinitiad
compliance demondtration, compliance with the operating limits demongtrates that the emisson capture
system and add-on control device are operating as they did during the performance test. Thefina rule
does not specify whether additiond testing is required for permit renewas. The need for additiond
testing at any time after theinitia compliance demongration will be determined by the permitting
authority based on site-gpecific circumstances.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-09) stated that capture efficiency test runs shorter than 3
hours should be dlowed if they are representative of VOC capture system performance.

Response: The EPA Methods 204 and 204A through 204F specify that each capture
efficiency test run should be 3 hours or the duration of a production run, whichever islonger, up to a
maximum of 8 hours per run. Sources can apply for gpprova to use a shorter period under 863.7(f) of
the Generd Provisons or apply for gpprova of an dternative protocol meeting the data qudlity
objective (DQO) or lower confidence limit (LCL) criteriain Appendix A to 40 CFR 63 subpart K.

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-09) asked that 863.4581 and other sections of the rule be
revised to replace TVH with the more familiar total organic compounds (TOC), volatile organic
compounds (VOC), or as “organic HAP’ as determined by EPA Method 25 or 25A (Method 25
measures TOC or VOC without methane for sources controlled by combustion devices using natural
gasasfud). The commenter argued that thiswould be more consstent with other NESHAP that
require performance tests to measure TOC excluding methane and ethane.

Response: We do not agree with the commenters concern and believe the definition for tota
volatile hydrocarbon (TVH) is appropriate for the intended use in the test methods. Methods 204A
through 204F are the correct methods for determining capture efficiency. All of these methods rely on
the use of aflame ionization andyzer (FIA) asthe andytica technique. This rule does not change or
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modify the methods except to change the terminology of the compounds measured by the (FIA) from
“VOC’ to“TVH.” If the commenter is not concerned with the terminology but, in fact, believes that
Methods 204A through 204F are not the appropriate methods for determining capture efficiency (or
wishes to modify the methods in some way), the owner/operator can apply for the use of an dternative
method under the provisions of §63.4565(€).

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-06) stated that the rule should alow the use of Method 18
as an dternative for testing add-on controls. Methods 25 and 25A do not differentiate between HAP
and non-HAP organic materia and, therefore, are ingppropriate when a coating contains a mixture of
HAP and non-HAPs.

Response: We have not included Method 18 as a compliance test method in the find rule. We
recognize that Method 18 aso is an gppropriate method for determining compliance in many instances.
However, in some cases, (such as when the emission stream includes many species of HAP) the use of
Method 18 becomes difficult to apply. If the owner or operator believes Method 18 is an gppropriate
(or preferred) method for demongtrating compliance, the owner or operator can request the use of
Method 18 under the provisons for using an dternative test procedure (40 CFR 63.7(F)).

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-09) argued that afacility should be alowed to use previous
tests of capture system efficiency and control device destruction efficiency to demongtrate compliance.
The commenter suggested adding the same language found in §63.5160(a) of the meta coil coating
MACT to edtablish requirements for data from previous tests:

(1) Thecontrol deviceisequipped with continuous emisson monitors [CEM] for determining
total organic volatile matter concentration, and capture efficiency has been determined in accordance
with the requirements of this subpart; and the continuous emission monitors are used to demongrate
continuous compliance in accordance with § 63.5150(a)(2); or

(2) You have received awaiver of performance testing under 8 63.7(h); or

(3) The control deviceisa solvent recovery system and you choose to comply by means of a
monthly liquid-liquid materia baance.

A second commenter (IV-D-03) stated that 863.4560(a) and (b) should be revised to allow
sources to use previous performance tests, transfer efficiency tests, or representative spraybooth tests
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that indicate capture efficiency using the EPA/Auto protocol under Title V to subgtitute for the tests
required under the rule.

Response: We agree that the most recent test data can be used to demonstrate compliance and
to establish the operating limits required by thisrule, aslong as the previous test data meets the
performance test requirements detailed in the find rule. However, depending on the actud timing and
methodology of the most recent performance test, you would need to discuss the need for new test data
with your enforcement authority and include such information in your initia notification.

Thewaiver of performance testing for a control device equipped with a CEM in the metd coil
rule would only gpply to sourcesin the plastic parts source category if the CEM measured both inlet
and outlet concentration to determine destruction efficiency. However, since the plagtic partsrule
requires that a source determines control device destruction efficiency, afacility usng a CEM as
soecified in the metd coil rule would be fulfilling (at least in part) the testing requirementsin the plastic
partsruleif they obtained permission to use an aternative method under 863.7(f) of the Generd
Provisons.

Waivers of performance testing as specified by the Generd Provisonsin 863.7(h) are granted
on a case-by-case basis and must be applied for as specified in 863.7(h). Thefina rule cross
references this provison which clarifies the conditions under which awaiver may be granted.

Sources that are using a solvent recovery system and performing aliquid-liquid materia baance
are dready exempt from many of the performance testing requirementsin the find rule,

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-06) requested that, for operations with an emission capture
system for HAP during curing or drying, the use of heat during curing or drying should be presumed to
satisfy the criteriathat 100 percent of HAP are captured. The commenter argued that residua
emissions from parts that leave heated drying and curing ovens will be minima and afacility should be
dlowed to assume that dl of the HAP were emitted within the ovens that congtitute the emission
capture system.

Response: Asdefined in §63.4581, a* coating operaion” awaysincludes at least the point at
which agiven quantity of coating or cleaning materid is applied to a given part and dl subsequent points
in the affected source where organic HAP are emitted from the specific quantity of coating or cleaning
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materid on the specific part. Therefore, dl process equipment in which coating gpplication and curing
occurs must be accounted for in a capture efficiency determination. If HAP are emitted after a part
leaves the emission capture system (such as the find drying and curing oven) then these emissons must
be accounted for in determining capture efficiency and the facility cannot assumethet al emissons are
captured. However, if the coating is, in fact, dried or cured (e.g., “dry to the touch”) asit leavesthe
emission capture system (regardless of whether or not hest is used) and this is confirmed by the
permitting agency's representative who may be observing the performance test, then the facility and the
permitting agency my assume that subsequent resdua emissons are negligible.

15.3 Work Practices Reguirements

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-05) requested that EPA remove waste handling
requirements from the work practice standards associated with add-on controls and require that it is
done in accordance with RCRA. Wasteis covered by RCRA regulations and these do not increase
emission reductions more than RCRA.

Comment: A second commenter (1V-D-03) also requested that the work practicesin
§63.4493 for sources using add-on controls should be deleted because they duplicate requirementsin
RCRA regulationsin 40 CFR parts 262 and 265, but dlowed that these provisons could remain if
cleaning operations are removed from the emission limits and regulated only by these work practice
requirements. The commenter aso argues that EPA’ srationde for these requirements is fundamentally
flawed because it is based on the concern that afacility may use records other than purchase records to
estimate usage of coatings and other materids and that it is possible that HAP emissons during materid
handling, mixing, and storage would not be reflected in afacility’s emisson rate caculaions. The
commenter suggested that other types of records besides purchase records more accurately reflect
actud usage. The commenter noted that most automobile and light duty truck manufacturing facilities
dready track materids usng guiddines equivaent to EPA’s “Protocol for Determining Daily Volatile
Organic Compound Emission Rate of Automobile and Light-Duty Truck Topcoat Operations,” which

are more accurate than purchase records.
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Response: The EPA bdlieves that the commenter misunderstood the rationae for this
requirement. The EPA agrees with the commenter that the most accurate records of materid usage
should be used, when available, and these may not necessarily be purchase records. The EPA agrees
that the protocol described by the commenter could be more accurate than purchase records.

The intent of the work practice dandards is to have a complete plan for minimizing air emissons
from raw materias orage and handling through materias use and waste handling, because dl of these
aress are potential sources of emissions from the coating operation covered by the plastic parts coating
rule. Emissonsfrom materid handling, sorage, or mixing that could potentialy occur outsde the
capture system would not be reduced by the capture and control system, but the consumption of those
materias would be included in the compliance caculation for the controlled coating operation, asif
those emissions were controlled. Therefore, the work practices specified in the plan are intended to
minimize the potentid for these emissons outsde the capture system.

The find rule includes the waste handling requirements in the work practice sandards in
863.4493. This section requires that afacility develop awork practices plan which specifies thet,
among other things, waste materids be stored in closed containers, spills of waste must be minimized,
and waste must be conveyed in closed containers or pipes. The commenter provided no supporting
data or information that complying with these requirements would present an additiond burden or
conflict with the RCRA requirements.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-03) requested that afacility usng an add-on control device
should be alowed to substitute awork practice plan required by another rule, such as the Automobiles
and Light-Duty Trucks NESHAP (40 CFR 63, subpart 1111),2 for the one required by the plagtic parts
rule.

Response:  Section 63.4493(c) in the proposed and final rule dlows the EPA to grant afacility
permission to use an dterndtive to the work practices standard in that section. Those dternatives
include work practices plans that are developed to comply with another NESHAP that include, at a
minimum, the same practices specified in 863.4493(b). Furthermore, as explained in section 6.2, the
fina rule alows sources meeting the applicability criteria of both the Automobiles and Light-Duty

3Currently under development.
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Trucks NESHAP and the Plastic Parts and Products NESHAP to comply with the Automobiles and
Light-Duty Trucks NESHAP for dl their surface coating of plastic parts intended for use in automobiles
or light-duty trucks. If afacility isusing this compliance approach, they can follow their subpart 1111
work practice plan and do not need to devel op a separate plan for plastic parts coating operations.

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-03) noted that 863.4530 requires a source to keep a
record that the work practices plan is being continuoudy implemented. The commenter inferred that
this would require a source to document that the work practices plan for sources with add-on controls
continualy minimizes emissons. The commenter believesit is common sense thet it will reduce
emissonsif the plan is continudly followed.

Response:  Section 63.4530 contains no requirement that the source document that the work
practices plan continualy minimizes emissions. Section 63.4563(€) requires you to demondrate
continuous compliance with the work practice sandards in 863.4493. That is, you must demonstrate
that the procedures you specified in your plan have been followed.

15.4 Opeding Limits and Monitoring for Add-on Controls

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-11) stated that the operating limits for add-on control
requirements should account for typica operating variability. According to the commenter, the
requirements in the rule for developing operating limits will lead to infeasble operating limits since
average vaues measured during a performance test will become minimum or maximum alowable vaues
for operating limits. The commenter predicted that this approach would cause a well-operated system
to fal out of compliance for at least 50 percent of the time due to normd system vaiaion. The
commenter recommended that operating limits should be assigned an dlowable percent variability to
account for the measurement accuracy and inherent variability of awell-operated coating system and
control system. In addition, the rule should also alow companies to test over arange of conditions and
edtablish operating limits that congtitute compliance under varying conditions.

Response: Egtablishing the add-on control device operating limit a the level demongtrated
during the performance test is appropriate. The operating limit is based on a 3- hour average (rather

than an ingtantaneous or 15-minute vaue, for example) to accommodate normal variation during
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operation. In genera, sdlection of the representative operating parameters for both the process and the
control device for conducting the performance test is an important, and sometimes complex, task.

The facility does have the option of operating control devices, such asthermd oxidizers, a a
lower set-point during the performance test in order to provide a greater compliance margin during
norma operation. For example, assume the facility normaly operates the therma oxidizer at 1600° F
(i.e., the auxiliary burner set point is 1600° F) but decided to lower the set point to 1580° F during the
performance test, resulting in an 3-hour average temperature of 1575° F. The operating limit is 1575°
F. After the performance test, the facility chooses to reset the incinerator operating set point to 1600°
F to provide acompliance margin. Thereis nothing to prevent the facility from resetting the set point to
the lower vaue for the next performance test, thereby maintaining the same operating conditions as
previoudy demondtrated. Furthermore, under this regulation, the facility could establish a new, lower
operating limit by conducting future (or additional) performance tests which demondtrate control device
efficiency at lower operating temperatures. Of coursg, if a performance test is going to be conducted at
atemperature lower than the exigting operating limit, it is prudent to assure thet thisis clearly noted in
the test plan submitted to the permitting agency and their gpprovd is obtained.

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-06) stated that a number of performance specifications for
add-on controls listed in 863.4568(c), (f), and (g) should be deleted because they are vague,
unnecessary, out-dated, and cannot be certified under Title V. Specifically, the commenter
recommended that the following provisions be deleted: §863.4568(c)(3)(iii), (v), and (vii); (F)(2)(ii),
(iv), (v), (vi), and (vii); (9)(1)(ii) and (iv); and (g)(2)(ii), (iii), (iv) and (vi).

Response: Many of the requirements in 863.4568 have been revised since proposd, including
those cited by the commenter. Thefind provisonsin this section are substantially more concise and
specific than those contained in the proposed rule.

The find rule does not include the requirements for temperature sensor shielding, semiannua
electronic cdibrations, and monthly ingpections (proposed §863.4568(c)(3)(iii), (v), and (vii)). The
find rule requires avdidation check for temperature sensors before using the sensor for thefirgt time or
when relocating or replacing the sensor, by comparing the sensor output to a calibrated temperature

measurement device or by comparing the sensor output to a Smulated temperature. Thefina rule aso
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requires an accuracy audit every quarter and after every deviation. Accuracy audit methods include
comparisons of sensor output to redundant temperature sensors, to calibrated temperature
measurement devices, or to temperature smulation devices. These procedures do not require that a
therma oxidizer be shut down. The provisons for temperature sensorsin the find rule are cons stent
with the provisons for temperature sensors in other surface coating rules with Smilar emission sources
and control devices.

The fina rule does not require the use of amanometer to check the calibration of pressure
sensors (proposed 863.4568 (f)(2)(v)) and has removed other provisions for pressure sensorsin
863.4568(f)(2)(ii), (vi), and (vii). Thefind rule requires you to perform an initid cdibration of the
sensor according to the manufacturer’ s requirements and to conduct a validation check before initia
operation or upon relocation or replacement of asensor. Vdidation checks include comparison of
sensor values to calibrated pressure measurement devices or to pressure Ssmulation using caibrated
pressure sources. Thefind rule uses the term “pressure sensor” instead of “pressure gauge.”

The fina rule does not require daily ingpection of the pressure tap in pressure gauges or sensors
(proposed 8§863.4568(f)(2)(iv) and (g)(2)(iii)). You arerequired to conduct accuracy audits every
quarter and after every deviation; perform monthly leak checks on pressure connections; and perform a
visud ingpection of the sensor at least monthly if there is no redundant sensor.

The requirementsin the find rule for monthly leak checks of mechanica connections for sensors
of pressure drop have been revised since proposal.  Section 63.4568(g)(2)(vi) of the find rule specifies
that the monthly leak checks on pressure connections must ensure that a pressure of at least 1.0 inches
of water column to the connection must yield a stable sensor result for at least 15 seconds. We fed that
monthly leak checks are gill needed to ensure that the pressure monitoring devices are operating
properly. Lessfrequent checks could lead to excess emissions over a prolonged period because of
faulty readings for pressure drop on emission capture systems or add-on control devices.

The find rule does not include the proposed requirements for monthly eectrica connection and
integrity checks (proposed 8§863.4568 (c)(3)(vii), (f)(2)(vii), (9)(2)(vi)). We agree with the commenter
that these checks could themselves compromise the integyrity of the dectrica connections. Thefind rule
includes provisons that require monthly ingpections of each continuous parameter monitoring system
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sensor only if thereis not aredundant sensor. The find requirements are adequate to assure
compliance and are consistent with those in other surface coating rules with smilar emission sources
and control devices.

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-11) argued that the frequency of the preventetive
maintenance activities and quaity assurance ingpections would not be cost effective or useful.
According to the commenter, the systems are rdlatively reliable and operate in a clean and non-hodtile
environment necessary for a high quality coating finish. The commenter suggested that EPA perform a
cost-benefit analys's on performing operating and preventative maintenance requirements less frequently
and should work with affected sources to obtain any missing data needed on industry practicesin this
area. According to the commenter, the rule should aso dlow source owners the flexibility to reduce
the frequency of maintenance and ingpections in cases where experience demongtrates that the control
units can be as religble without the frequency of activity as required by therule.

Response: As noted in the response to the previous comment, many of the ingpection and
mai ntenance requirements for emisson capture systems and add-on control devices have been revised
in response to comments. In severa cases, the frequency of these activities has been reduced and this
will reduce the potentid cost impact of these requirements. The fina monitoring requirements represent
what EPA beieves to be the minimum needed to assure compliance with the emisson limitsin the fina
rule. However, an owner or operator may apply to the Administrator for permission to use dternative
monitoring under 863.8(f) of the Generdl Provisions.

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-11) suggested alowing facilities to use an gpproved
Continuous Assurance Monitoring (CAM) monitoring system as an dternative to the monitoring
requirements of Subpart PPPP.  Some facilities (e.g., those with thermd or catalytic oxidizers) may
dready be reguired to comply with CAM which, in some cases, has Smilar testing, monitoring, and
reporting requirements to those in the proposed rule.

Response: The CAM rule (40 CFR 64) applies to facilities that operate emission control
devicesin accordance with Federdly enforceable regulations issued prior to 1990. These Federd
regulations are not limited to EPA regulations and instead include any regulation that pertains to the Title

V operating permit.
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With the passage of the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments, EPA incorporated monitoring
provison into dl emisson regulations. In some cases, this monitoring is more stringent than the
monitoring required under the CAM rule. Therefore, the CAM rule does not apply to facilities that are
subject to EPA regulations issued after 1990. However, it is possible that some portions of afecility
operate control devicesin order to comply with emission standardsissued prior to 1990. In this case,
these portions of the facility must comply with the requirements of the CAM rule.

The control device monitoring provisons of this rule have been developed to ensure compliance
with the numerical emission limits for HAP, expressed as Ib HAP per |b coating solids. No emisson
limitsissued prior to 1990 were intended to limit HAP emissions from surface coating operations. Itis
likely that monitoring provisions at individud facilities gpproved under the CAM rule are subgtantiadly
different from those in the find plastic partsrule. Therefore, it isnot practica to include an dlowance to
use any monitoring system that was approved under CAM as an dternative to the monitoring provisons
inthe find plagtic partsrule. Each monitoring system approved under the CAM rule would need to be
compared to the final plagtic parts rule on a case-by-case basis.

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-05) requested provisions to address non-regenerative
carbon adsorbers in the same way as the Aerospace Manufacturing and Rework NESHAP (40 CFR
63 subpart GG). The commenter argued that this would dlow afacility to determine efficiency through
engineering analysis or testing and would alow breakthrough detection using a continuous emisson
monitor (CEM) or portable device.

Response: The plastic parts database includes several mgjor sources with carbon adsorbers,
but dl of these are regenerative carbon adsorbers. The database aso includes 25 facilities with non-
regenerative carbon adsorbers that are al owned by an eye-glass |lens manufacturing company, but
none of these are mgjor sources. Because of the limited pollution control capacity of non-regenerative
carbon adsorbers, it is unlikely that a mgjor source plastic parts surface coating operation would use
onein order to comply with thisrule. In the unlikely event that a source choosesto use anon-
regenerative carbon adsorber, they could apply to the EPA for gpprova of dternative monitoring under
863.8(f) of the Genera Provisions.
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Comment: One commenter (IV-D-16) requested severd clarifications regarding vapor
concentrators.
. Should the required temperature monitor for concentrators be a the inlet or outlet?

. Should the required pressure drop monitor be used for both fixed bed and fluidized bed
concentrators?

. The commenter recommended that the rule require monitoring of the pressure drop of
the pre-concentrator filter, not the concentrator itself.

. Should a concentrator’ s vent to atmosphere be monitored for vapor concentration as
required by some NESHAPS?

. For rotary concentrators, should the rotation rate be monitored?

. For monitoring, should the minimum temperature requirement and maximum pressure

drop requirement apply to the average vaue or each recorded value? The commenter
recommended that the 3-hour block averages of temperature and pressure drop alow
an acceptable difference compared to the test average o that about half of the block
averages do not fail to comply, even under norma conditions.

Response:  The temperature monitor for concentrators should be at the outlet of the
concentrator to ensure complete desorption of the concentrator, and hence system efficiency.

Pressure drop monitors must be used on both fixed bed and fluidized bed concentrators, as
well asfor rotary concentrators. The pressure drop must be monitored across the bed or rotor of the
concentrator in order to detect leakage though damaged sedls around arotor or channelsin afixed or
fluidized bed. Monitoring pressure drop across pre-filters will ad in equipment maintenance, but will
not affect regulatory compliance.

Vapor concentration monitors are not required for concentratorsin thisrule. Sincethe
adsorptive bed or rotor is continuoudy regenerated and regeneration temperature and pressure drop
across the bed or rotor are monitored, the potential for bed breakthrough is minimized, if not
eiminated.

Equipment vendors recommend and provide devices to confirm that rotary concentrators are

rotating, but do not recommend that revolutions per hour be monitored.
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As gated in the responses to earlier commentsin this section, establishing the add-on control
device operating limit at the average level demonstrated during the performance test is appropriate.

15,5 Add-on Control Failures, Bypasses, and Devidtions
Comment: One commenter (IV-D-16) requested that EPA clarify how add-on control

equipment failures should be included in limits and how sources should account for add-on control
bypasses when they use low-HAP materias that do not need to be directed to the add-on control
device to comply.

Response: If a source experiences an add-on control device failure or bypass, then the source
must assume that the coating operations performed during that failure or bypass are “ uncontrolled” and
al HAP contained in those coatings that would otherwise be controlled are emitted to the atmosphere.
The find rule has been revised to clarify how these periods should be handled in demondrating
compliance and the compliance cdculations. If asource uses alow-HAP materid that does not need
to be directed to the add-on control device to comply, then the source may either do a separate
compliance demondiration for that materia, using either the compliant materid option or the emisson
rate without add-on control option, or include those coatings in the add-on control device compliance
cdculations and assume that they were uncontrolled and dl HAP were emitted and not captured by the
add-on control.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-06) requested that flow direction indicators be alowed as a
means of demongtrating that control systems are not bypassed. According to the commenter, the
proposed requirements imply that bypasses have vaves and this is not feasible under some bypassline
configurations.

Response: Section 63.4568(b)(1) in the find rule includes a new paragraph (v) that alows for
aflow direction indicator. The flow direction indicator must that areading at least once every 15
minutes and provides a record indicating whether the emissions are directed to the add-on control
device or diverted from the add-on control device. Each time the flow direction changes, the next

reading of the time of occurrence and flow direction must be recorded. The flow direction indicator
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must be ingtdled in each bypass line or ar makeup supply line that could divert the emissons awvay
from the add-on control device to the atmosphere.

Comment: Severa commenters (1V-D-03, IV-D-06, 1V-D-09) objected to the requirement
that emissions ca culations during deviation periods must assume that the capture system and control
device are achieving zero-percent efficiency.

One commenter (1V-D-03) stated that this gpproach is burdensome and penalizes facilities for
minor parameter reporting problems, such as temperature read-out malfunctions. The commenter
suggested that afacility should be dlowed to rebut the presumed zero-efficiency with other available
data, such asfuel consumption or manua temperature recordings. The commenter requested that
8863.4561(h) and 63.4568(a) be revised to include a generic method to cal culate add-on control
efficiency when an excursion or deviation has occurred. The commenter suggested dlowing a source to
decrease efficiency by a percentage of the hours the excursion occurred out of the total operating
hours, smilar to the gpproach in 863.3561(h) of the proposed meta can surface coating rule.

One commenter (1V-D-06) requested that EPA alow companies to rebut the presumption that
zero control efficiency and demongtrate through other credible evidence that some or dl of the
emissions were collected and controlled (to some degree) during adeviation, and use a number other
than zero in the emissons cdculaions. The commenter o argued that if the deviation is the result of a
SSM event and the company operated according to their SSM plan, then the emission calculations
should be done assuming the control device is achieving its norma efficiency because the SSM event
should not be considered a violation.

The commenter (IV-D-06) recommended that 863.4568(a)(6) should be revised to include a
statement that emission capture system and add-on control device efficiency should not be set to zero
during such periodsin the calculation of 12-month emisson rates and established efficiencies should be
used in the absence of any evidence to indicate they are not performing properly. The commenter o
recommended that 863.4568(a)(7) should be revised to state that a deviation caused by a monitor
mafunction is not aviolation.

One commenter (IV-D-09) stated that 863.4563(c)(2) should be revised to dlow afacility to
estimate capture or destruction efficiency during deviations, based on design data or test data.
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According to the commenter, deviations that are due to missing operating parameter data or a
malfunctioning monitoring device should not be treated as zero emission reduction.

Response: If a source has manually collected parameter detaindicating that an emission
capture system or control device was operating normally during a parameter monitoring system
malfunction, these data could be used to support and document that the source was achieving the same
overdl control efficiency and the source would not have to assume zero-percent efficiency.

If asource has data indicating the actua performance of an add-on emission capture system
and control device (e.g., percent capture measured at a reduced flow rates or percent destruction
efficiency measured at reduced thermd oxidizer temperatures) during a deviation from operating limits
or during amalfunction of the monitoring system, then the source may use the actud performancein
determining compliance, provided the use of these data are approved by the Adminigtrator (i.e., the
EPA or deegated State agency). Thefina rule has been revised to darify that such data may be used
rather than assuming that the efficiency iszero. Thefina rule does not dlow a source to otherwise
esimate the efficiency of a capture system or control device during a deviation because thiswould
provide no assurance of the quality of the data used in the compliance caculation.

The find rule does not include an assumption that the emission capture system and add-on
control device are operating at their established efficiencies during periods when monitoring data are not
available. Allowing a source to assume a congtant efficiency in the absence of supporting monitoring
datawould alow a source to make an unsubstantiated claim of compliance,

The approach that was included in 863.3561(h) of the proposed metal can surface coating rule
is not fundamentdly different from whet isincluded in the find plagtic parts rule snceit dill assumes that
the source is achieving zero-efficiency during adeviation. It isnot clear it would reduce the
recordkeeping burden associated with deviations and it would not alow a source to estimate actua
efficiency during deviations. Therefore, this approach was not adopted in the fina plagtic partsrule.

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-06) requested that the rule Sate that a deviation resulting
from monitoring data non-availability is not aviolation and is not an indication that of capture system or

add-on control system performance. The commenter (1V-D-06) noted that states that data recorded
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during monitoring mafunctions, associated repairs, out-of-control periods, or required qudity assurance
or control activities should not be used when caculating data averages.

The commenter (1V-D-06) aso requested that the rule and preamble clarify that adeviation is
not necessarily non-compliance. The definition of “deviation” includes two Stuations that are not

necessxily violations:

. A devigion occurring during start-up, shutdown, or amafunction (SSM) for which the
SSM planisfollowed, or

. A monitoring parameter straying from its range established during the initidd compliance
period. In this case, the commenter contended that operating parameters are only an
indication of control device operation and help identify when action must be taken, but
that non-compliance does not occur until the HAP emission limits are exceeded.

Finaly, the commenter (1V-D-06) requested that the term “ operating limits’ should be changed
to “operating conditions’ throughout the rule because a deviation, athough it should be reported, is not
necessily aviolaion of the emission limit. The commenter argued that exceeding an operating limit
does not necessarily mean that the emission limit was exceeded. For example, a performance test
rarely demondtrates the lower limit of performance, So operating parameters outside of the range used
in the performance may in fact gill achieve the required control efficiency. Deviations should not be
considered to be violations of the standard, according to the commenter. The commenter argued that
by turning an operating condition established during the performance test into an operating limit, EPA s,
in effect, imposing amore stringent standard.

Response: We are using the term “deviation” to standardize the regulatory language used in
NESHAP, and to avoid any confusion that might be caused by using multiple, related terms such as
excess emission, exceedance, excursgon, and deviation in the same regulatory program. The definition
of deviation is congstent with the use of the term deviation in the Title V' operating permit program. The
definition of deviaion darifies that any falure to meet an emisson limitation (indluding an operating limit
or work practice sandard) is a deviation, regardiess of whether such afailure is specificaly excused, or
occurs at times when the emission limitation does not apply, for example, such as during startup,

shutdown, and mafunction.
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The commenter is correct that dl deviations are not necessarily violations. The enforcement
authority determines violations. All deviations from emisson limitations (induding operating limits and
work practice standards) are required to be reported, regardless of whether or not they constitute
violations, in accordance with the provisons in 863.4520, “What reports must | submit?’ Operating
limits and deviations from them are discussed in 863.4492(b).

15.6 Compliance During Start-up, Shutdown, and Mafunction Periods

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-03) stated that EPA should not require reporting of every
period of gartup, shut down, and mafunction (SSM) as a deviation and should delete paragraph (3) of
the definition of deviation. Paragraph (3) states that a deviation includes any instance when a source
“failsto meet any emission limit, or operating limit, or work practice standard in this subpart during
gartup, shutdown, or mafunction, regardless of whether or not such failureis permitted by this
subpart.” The commenter argued the following:

. The Genera Provisions dready require facilities to report SSM periods so the
requirement created by paragraph (3) is redundant.

. It isincongstent with 8503(b)(2) of the Clean Air Act, which requires facilities to report
deviations from permit requirements. If the source is not required to comply with an
emisson limit during SSM periods, then it cannot be deviating from a permit
requirement when it is operating according to the SSM plan.

Response: This paragraph has been retained in the find rule because EPA and other
enforcement agencies need to confirm whether or not the deviation was actudly during a SSM period
and, if not, whether that deviation condtitutes a violation. A report of adeviation that occurs during a
SSM period is needed to perform this andysis of whether that deviation actudly conditutes aviolation.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-06) objected to the requirement in 863.4563(h) for a
source to demongrate that the SSM plan was followed to the satisfaction of the Adminigtrator.
According to the commenter, this language implies that such a demondtration must be made without a

request from the Administrator and that the criteria of “the satisfaction of the Adminidtrator” istoo
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vague and discretionary to be the basis of aviolation. The commenter suggested that the find rule
should gtate that such a demongtration only has to be made upon the request of the Adminigtrator.

Response: Section 63.4563(h) has been deleted from the final rule snce SSM plans are not
approved by EPA or permitting authorities. Therefore, compliance with a SSM plan isnot an
assurance that afacility has taken al steps necessary to minimize emissons consstent with good air
pollution control practices, as required by 863.6(e) of the General Provisons. The EPA or permitting
authority must il evaluate the actions taken during a SSM period and relevant emissons datato
determine if a source was in compliance and it is not presumed that a source isin compliance if the
SSM plan was followed.

Section 63.4520(c) of the find rule requires you to submit a semiannua startup, shutdown, and
malfunction report documenting that you followed the procedures in your plan, or if the plan was not
followed, documenting what actions were taken. (Animmediate report is aso required if you do not
follow your plan.) A separate semiannud startup, shutdown, and mafunction report is not required if
you include the information in your semiannua compliance report. Hence, you can include an
explanation of actions taken to minimize HAP emissions during any startup, shutdown or mafunction
occurring during the semiannua reporting period. The report is submitted to your delegated State
agency, who will determine if a deviation condtitutes a violation. Mafunctions which are addressed by
following the SSM plan would likely not be considered a violation of the standard.

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-15) objected to the fact that the definition of deviation
specificaly includes SSM periods even though they are dready exempted from compliance under the
rule. The commenter noted that facilities must aready report deviations under their monitoring reporting
requirements and SSM activities under SSM reporting requirements. The commenter claimed that this
palicy isincongstent with past rules and is inconsstent with Part 63 Generd Provisions for SSM
periods. The commenter requested that the rule be revised so that operations in accordance with the
SSM plan should not be considered deviations from the rule and should not be reported as such.

Response: We are using the term deviation to sandardize the regulatory language used in
NESHAP and to avoid any confusion that might be caused by usng multiple, related terms such as

excess emissions, exceedance, excurson, and deviation in the same regulatory program. The definition
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of deviation is condgstent with the use of the term deviation in the Title VV operating permit program. The
definition of deviaion darifies that any falure to meet an emission limitation (including an operating limit
or work practice sandard) is a deviation, regardiess of whether such afailure is specificaly excused, or
occurs at times when the emission limitation does not apply, for example, such as during startup,
shutdown, and mafunction. All deviaions, therefore, are not necessarily violations. The enforcement
authority determines violations. All deviations from emisson limitations (induding operating limits and
work practice standards) are required to be reported, regardless of whether or not they constitute

violaions.

15.7 Miscdlaneous Comments on Add-On Control Device Provisons

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-03) requested that sources in the automobile and light duty
truck industry be alowed to subdtitute the * Protocol for Determining Daily Volatile Organic Compound
Emission Rate of Automobile and Light Duty Truck Topcoat Operations,” EPA-450/3-88-018, for
many of the proposed monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting requirements for sources with add-on

controls. The commenter provided severd reasons to alow the aternative protocol.

. Sources, State agencies, and EPA are dready familiar with these provisions and they
have been included in new source and State operating permits.

. The protocols address most of the monitoring contained in the proposed plastic parts
rule, including capture and transfer efficiency.

. At some facilities, the automobile and plastic parts surface coating operations are
controlled by the same equipment, so it does not make sense to impose two separate
sets of requirements on the equipment.

. The commenter provided atable comparing the smilarities and differences between the

protocol to the proposed plastic parts MRR requirements.

Response: Thefind rule smplifies compliance for plastic parts surface coating operations that
are collocated with automobile and light duty truck manufacturing and surface coating operdtions. If
you perform surface coating of plastic parts or products that meet the applicability criteriafor both the
Automobiles and Light-Duty Trucks NESHAP (40 CFR part 63, subpart 1111 (under development))
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and the Plagtic Parts and Products NESHAP, then you may comply with the requirements of the
Automobiles and Light-Duty Trucks NESHAP for the surface coating of dl your plagtic parts used in
automobile or light-duty truck manufacturing in lieu of complying with eech subpart separately. Since
this change has been made, it is not necessary to allow these sources to substitute the * Protocol for
Determining Daily Volétile Organic Compound Emisson Rate of Automobile and Light Duty Truck
Topcoa Operations’ for the monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting requirementsin thisrule.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-16) recommended that sources using add-on controls
(other than thermal oxidizers) be required to speciate recovered HAP to better estimate HAP removal
efficiency and the HAP-to-solids ratio. The commenter noted that many add-on controls (e.g.,
catalytic incinerators, adsorbers, and vapor concentrators) remove some organic compounds more
efficiently than others, so theratio of recovered to employed VOC should not be automaticaly used as
HAP efficiency for demongtrating compliance.

Response: Adsorbers and vapor concentrators are generally used in conjunction with athermal
oxidizer of some type to destroy the HAP and VOC that are collected. The performance testing
requirements in the requires that emissions must be measured from both the therma oxidizer and the
adsorber or concentrator, in these cases, if emissions are from separate stacks. Therefore, these tests
will determine overall destruction and removal efficiency regardless of the gpecies present.

Those facilities using an adsorber or concentrator as a solvent recovery device are more likely
to use alimited number of different solvents with fewer HAP species than facilities using other types of
add-on controls or relying on reformulated coatings to comply. Therefore, overdl voldtile collection
efficiency with a solvent recovery device should be ardiable indicator of collection efficiency for tota
HAP and each specific HAP. Speciating the recovered HAP would not result in any added
environmental benefit or increased assurance of compliance.

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-03) stated that section 63.4563(c) should be clarified that
continuous compliance with the operating limitsis only required “when the coeting lineisin operation,”
by adding this phrase to the end of that sentence. The commenter dso requested that sections
63.4568(f) and (g) be revised to replace the requirements for “daily” checks with checks during each
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“operating day” so that holidays, weekends, or other planned shutdown periods are excluded from
these checks.

Response: The provisions of the plastic parts rule do not apply when plastic parts and products
surface coating operations are not being performed. Therefore, it is not necessary to revise the
regulatory language as suggested by the commenter.
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16.0 DEFINITIONS

Comment: Regarding reective adhesives, one commenter (1V-D-07) requests that the
definition of “organic HAP content” be clarified. This definition could be interpreted to require sources
to estimate HAP content based the formulations as received, even though, when using reactive
adhesives, essentiadly no HAPs are emitted. The commenter provides suggested revisonsto this
definition. To avoid expensive testing, the commenter requested that sources be alowed to use
Method 24 results from the adhesive manufacturer. Otherwise sources would be discouraged from
using multi-component systems which emit less than nonreactive adhesives.

Response: Inthefind rule we have darified the definition of “organic HAP content” by adding
the following sentence: “For reactive adhesives in which some of the HAP react to form solids and are
not emitted to the atmaosphere, organic HAP content is the mass of organic HAP emitted, rather than
the organic HAP content of the coating asit isreceived.” An dternative method for determining the
fraction of HAP emitted from reactive adhesves has been included in Appendix A to thefind rule.
Sources using reactive adhesves may use this method for demonstrating compliance based on the
organic HAP actualy emitted, rather than usng Method 311, Method 24, or composition data. The
method relies on preparing a sample (of known weight) of the adhesive as it will be gpplied, dlowing it
to fully cure, baking the sample, and then weighing the cured adhesive to determine the weight loss.
The weight loss represents the volatile fraction that is emitted from the adhesive.

108



17.0 IMPLEMENTATION

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-03) stated that EPA should delegate dl enforcement of the
rule to the states rather than reserving approva of dternatives to work practice standards, and major
dternatives to test methods, monitoring, record keeping and reporting. The commenter arguesthat if a
State is capable of handling a delegated program, then the entire rule should be delegated and
piecemed delegation is confusing and adds to complexity. In addition, determining what condtitutes a
“mgor” dternative could lead to confusion. The commenter suggested that if EPA disagrees with this
suggestion, EPA should delegate MRR and work practices to sates and reserve only the authority to
approve mgjor dternatives to test methods.

Response: The EPA typicdly delegates the administration of this and other MACT standards
to State, locd, or triba agencies. With that delegation, these agencies may administer the programin a
manner that is flexible and workable yet no less stringent than prescribed by Federd standards. These
agencies would then have primacy in most aspects of the NESHAP implementation process. Thefind
rule indicates authorities retained by the U.S. EPA (in 863.4580), including gpprova of mgjor
dternatives to work practice standards, test methods, monitoring, and recordkeeping and reporting
requirements.

The NESHAP program is meant to set consistent national HAP emission standards, and EPA
retains authority to approve mgor aternatives in order to ensure that the sandards are implemented
consgtently and that state, locdl and triba programs are at least as stringent as the NESHAP. For this
reason, EPA retains authority to approve any dternatives to the applicability of the rule in §863.4481
through 63.4483 and the emission limitations in 8863.4490 through 63.4493. Emission limitations
include the numerica emission limits aswell as operating limits and work practice sandards. Approva
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of dternatives to these sections could affect the basic stringency of the standards and set a nationa
precedent, S0 it is not appropriate to delegate this authority.

It is EPA policy to retain authority to approve mgor dternatives to test methods, monitoring,
recordkeeping, and reporting. For definitions of mgjor dternatives, the delegation section of the fina
Plagtic Parts and Products NESHAP refers to the NESHAP general provisions (8863.7(€), 63.7(f),
63.8(f), and 63.10(f) of 40 CFR 63 subpart A) and to 863.90 of subpart E - Approval of State
Programs and Delegation of Federd Authorities. Definitions of “mgor change to monitoring”, “maor
change to recordkeeping/reporting”, and “magjor change to test method” are contained in 863.90.
Maor changes to monitoring and test methods are defined to mean a modification to a Federally
enforceable monitoring requirement or test method that uses unproven technology or procedures (not
generdly accepted by the scientific community) or an entirdly new method. Severd examples are given
in the definitions. Mgor changes to test methods or monitoring requirements often set a nationa
precedent. Assuch, it is gppropriate for EPA to retain approval of these changes and not delegate this
authority. Similarly, 863.90 defines mgor changes to reporting/recordkeegping to include modifications
that may decrease the stringency of the required compliance and enforcement measures, may have
nationa sgnificance (e.g. might affect implementation of the applicable regulation for other affected
sources, might set anational precedent), or is not Ste-specific. Again, it is gppropriate for EPA to
retain authority to gpprove dternaives that may have nationa sgnificance in the implementation and
enforcement of this NESHAP. Section 63.90 aso defines intermediate changes and minor changes.
The reader is referred to the cited sections of 40 CFR part 63, subparts A and Eto gain an
understanding of what congtitutes a mgor change for which authority is retained by EPA and what
condtitutes a minor or intermediate change that may be approved by the delegated Stete, locad, or tribal
agency.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-18) stated that the rule should State that the use of
dternative capture efficiency protocols requires gpprova and to Sate whether the gpprova authority
can be delegated to the ates. The commenter believes the rule is vague on whether this option
requires the gpprova of the permitting authority. The commenter (1V-D-18) also stated that to be
consstent with existing EPA poalicy, this rule should state that the gpprova of aternative methods for
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determining mass fraction of organic HAP and solids content of coatings, in §863.4541(3)(3) and
(b)(2), cannot be delegated to the States.

Response: Section 63.4566(€) of the fina rule states that dternative capture efficiency
protocols are subject to the approval of the Administrator. Sections 63.4541(a)(3) and (b)(2) also
dtate that approva of the Administrator is required and refer to 863.7(f) for procedures to submit an
dternative test method for gpprova. The EPA typicaly delegates the administration of most aspects of
this and other NESHAP to State, locd, or triba agencies. The find rule indicates authorities retained by
the U.S. EPA (in 8863.4580), including approva of major aternatives to test methods. Seethe
response to the previous comment for a discussion of which aspects of the rule can be delegated to
State, locd, or tribal agencies and which are retained by EPA.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-15) stated that the rule should State that control
technologies ingtaled to comply with the rule will be exempt from New Source Review (NSR) because
the equipment isingtalled to reduce emissons.

Response: We are not indluding in the find rule an exemption from NSR for control
technologies ingaled to comply with thisrule. It would be inappropriate to include language in this
NESHAP that could affect the applicability of NSR since thisis better handled on a case-by-case basis
by the States and Regions implementing the NSR program. However, we do not expect compliance
with this rule to require changes that could trigger applicability under NSR. The only possible
exceptions could be those few facilities that ingtal combustion devices that may lead to an increase in
NOx emissons and these should be digible for the pollution control project excluson in the NSR
regulations. (See 67 FR 80186, December 31, 2002 for the most recent NSR regulation amendments
which address pollution control projects.)

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-03) suggested that the term “deviation” should be changed
to “excurson” to be consgtent with State programs and notes that some State programs treet any
deviation as aper se violation subject to a pendty. The commenter recommended that the definition of
excursion in 40 CFR 864.1 be adopted:

“a departure from an indicator range established for monitoring under this part, consistent with
any averaging period specified for averaging the results of the monitoring.”
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The commenter (1V-D-03) suggested that if EPA chooses to keep the term deviation, severa
darifying changes should be made to the definition:

. The definition should include an explicit atement that the definition is intended to define
what condtitutes a “ deviation from permit requirements’ for purposes of Title V and that
mesting the obligation to report deviaions under this definition is sufficient to meet the
obligation to report deviations under Title V.

. EPA should dlarify that a deviation is not necessarily aviolaion, conggtent with 40
CFR 71.6(a)(3)(iii)(C).

. EPA should darify that operations outside the indicator monitoring ranges are not
deviations provided the source meets the requirements to investigate and take
corrective action. Thisisimplied by paragraph (2) of the definition of deviation, but it
should be revised asfollows:

(2) Failsto meet any term-orcondittorn-permit requirements that is
have been adopted to implement an applicable requirement in this
subpart and that are included in the operating permit for any affected
source required to obtain such a permit; or

Response: We are using the term “deviation” to standardize the regulatory language used in
NESHAP, and to avoid any confusion that might be caused by usng multiple, related terms such as
EXCess emission, exceedance, excurson, and deviation in the same regulatory program. The definition
of deviation is condgstent with the use of the term deviation in the Title VV operating permit program. The
definition of deviaion darifies that any falure to meet an emission limitation (including an operating limit
or work practice sandard) is a deviation, regardiess of whether such afailure is specificaly excused, or
occurs at times when the emission limitation does not apply, for example, such as during startup,
shutdown, and mafunction. All deviaions, therefore, are not necessarily violations. The enforcement
authority determines violaions. All deviations from emission limitations (including operating limits and
work practice standards) are required to be reported, regardless of whether or not they congtitute
violations, in accordance with the provisons in 863.4520, “What reports must | submit?’ Operating
limits and deviations from them are discussed in 863.4492(b).
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18.0 CLARIFICATIONS

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-03) stated that the headings for 8863.4567(c) and
63.4568(d) should be revised to “ Regenerative carbon adsorbers’ to clarify that these do not apply to
non-regenerative carbon adsorbers. A smilar change should be madein Table 1, item 3.

Response: Inthefind rule, these changes have been made so that it is clear that the monitoring
requirements described apply to regenerative carbon adsorbers. The plastic parts database does not
include any mgjor sources with non-regenerative carbon adsorbers. In the unlikely event that a mgjor
source chooses to use a non-regenerative carbon adsorber, they could apply to the EPA for approval
of aternative monitoring under 863.8(f) of the Genera Provisons.

Comment: The commenter (1V-D-06) requested that the defined term * coating
operation”instead of the undefined “surface coating” be used throughout 863.4481(c) when referring to
activities subject to thisrule. For consistency and clarity, “ surface coating” could be used in referring to
other NESHAPs.

Response: The firgt sentence in 863.4481(c) has been revised to refer to either surface coating
or a coating operation. In some cases, a surface coating activity that is not an entire coating operation
(as defined) may be excluded. Section 63.4481(c) of thefind rule contains alist of specific coating
activities and operations that are excluded from the Plastic Parts and Products NESHAP, and we have
revised the wording of the list as gppropriate to be sure the intent of each exclusion is clear.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-06) suggested language to correct the first sentence of
863.4561(n), which isincomplete as written.

Response: Inthefind rule, this sentence has been corrected as follows. “The organic HAP
emisson rate for the initid compliance period, calculated using Equation 5 of this section, must be less
than or equa to the applicable emisson limit for each subcategory in 863.4490 unless you are
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demondirating compliance with a predominant activity or facility-gpecific emisson limit as provided in
§63.4490(C).”

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-06) requested the deletion of “etc.” at the end of
§63.4481(a)(1) because it is vague and confusing. The commenter also suggested that this sentence
indicate more clearly that associated activities such as surface preparation are subject to the rule only
when surface coating takes place.

Response: Inthefind rule, this section has been clarified. Associated activities such as surface
preparation, cleaning, mixing, and storage “do not comprise surface coating if they are not directly
related to the gpplication of the coating.”

Comment: One commenter (I\V-D-20) requested that the exemption language in §63.4481(c)
be revised to say “meet any of the criteria of paragraphs (c)(1) through (12) of this section.” The
commenter believes the rule did not intend that a source would have to meet al of the criteriain order
to be exempt from the rule.

Response: This correction has been included in thefind rule.
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19.0 GENERAL COMMENTS

Comment: Two commenters (1V-D-13, 1V-D-24) clamed that if the emisson limits for plastic
coating operations are more stringent than those for meta coating operations, it could creste a
disncentive to use plagtic parts where plastic and metd parts are interchangeable. (The commenter
aso noted that the opposite would be true if the metal limits were more stringent.) The commenters
suggested that customers could prefer meta parts over plastic parts because it would be easier and less
cogtly to paint or bond them and this could lead to an unfair market imbalance between plagtic and
meta parts producers based solely on the MACT requirements. One commenter (1V-D-13) reported
that they were preparing an analyss of the potentia for market imbaances and would provide it to EPA
when it is completed.

Response: As of the promulgetion date of the find plagtic parts rule, the EPA had not received
the analysis of market imbaances mentioned by commenter (1V-D-13). When converted to the same
units of measure as the plastic parts rule, the genera use emisson limits for metd parts (2.6 Ib HAP/gd
solids) is gpproximately 0.21 Ib HAP/Ib solids, which is not greetly different from the plastic parts
generd use limit of 0.16 Ib HAP/Ib solids. Both rules have higher limits for severd subcategoriesto
alow for specidty coating operations that could not meet these emission limits. Thefina rule dso offers
increased compliance flexibility, induding the predominant activity and facility-specific emisson limit
dternatives. The range of compliance optionsin thefind rule will dlow fadilities to comply in the most
cogt-effective manner. The economic impact analyses for the plagtic parts rule and the metd partsrule
predicted minima economic impacts on individua facilities in both source categories. The selection of a
materid (plastic or metal) for a particular product depends on many variables unrelated to the coating
materids used, such asthe cost of the metal or plagtic raw materias and performance specifications for
the part’ sintended use. Given the expected minima economic impact of the plagtic partsrule, the
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compliance flexibility incorporated in the find rule, and the many other factors that influence selection of
plagtic or meta subgtrate for agiven part, it isunlikdy that the rdative stringency of the limitsin the
plagtic parts and meta parts rules will have a sgnificant effect on the market demand for plastic or meta
products.

Comment: The commenter (1V-D-03) argues that unless the TPO limits are revised, EPA must
revise the cogt estimates since the cost estimates are based on reformulating sol vent-borne coatings,
whereas existing sources would need to switch to either waterborne coating systems or use add-on
controls, which EPA acknowledges have higher costs. The commenter disagrees with the EPA’s
conclusion that the average price increase in plastic parts and products is less than 0.1 percent, because
of the need to use waterborne coatings or add-on controls. The commenter, provided total cost
edimates for one of itsfacilities to ingal add-on controls, but did not provide any bass for the cost
estimate.

Response: The TPO emisson limits for existing and new sources in the find rule are somewhat
higher than the proposed emisson limits. Additiona emission datafor TPO facilities submitted during
the public comment period were incorporated into the plagtic parts surface coating database, and the
MACT floor was reca culated incorporating the new data as described in chapter 3 of this document.
The TPO emisson limitswere st a the MACT floor. In setting emisson limits at the MACT floor,
EPA cannot consder cost because this is the minimum stringency dlowed by the CAA. Thefind rule
aso includes severa compliance provisons tha provide increased flexibility to affected sources and
minimize compliance cogts of the rule.

It isdifficult to estimate the cost impacts of the rule, and the cost impacts presented at proposd
are estimated averages that apply to a broad spectrum of facilities. The costs are based on use of
reformulated lower-HAP or non-HAP coating and cleaning materids. As described in the Technica
Support Document for the proposed rule, the cost analysis included capita costs for replacing coating
application equipment to accommodate the use of water-borne coatings. However, because the
edimated codts are an average, it is expected that costs will be higher than estimated for some facilities

and lower than estimated for others.
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The commenters did not provide detailed data that supported the cost estimate provided in thelr
comment letter or information to show that the cited costs would apply to dl TPO coating facilities.
Given that the emisson limits are equivaent to the MACT floor and it is not clear how the commenter’s
cost information was developed or could be applied to other facilities, no changes have been made to
the cost impacts since proposdl.

Comment: The commenter (IV-D-08) supported the comments of the Air Transport
Association and Boeing (IV-D-10 and 1V-D-20).

Response: We note the commenter’ s support for these comments. See other chapters of this
document for summaries of specific comments made by commenters IV-D-10 and 1V-D-20 and our
responses to these comments.

Comment: The commenter (1VV-D-09) requested that responses to these comments be put into
the preamble to the find rule to provide guidance to industry and State/local air agencies.

Response: The responses to sgnificant comments, epecidly those that result in achangein the
rule, will be published in the preamble to the find rule. A summary of dl comments and responsesto all
comments are included in this document, which can be readily accessed and used as guidance in
interpreting, complying with, and enforcing thisrule.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-15) stated the EPA underestimated the compliance costs,
and that the rule will impose economic impacts on the plagtic parts and products surface coating
industry and the surface coating manufacturers. According to the commenter, the costs to the
manufacturers for reformulation and testing as well as potentia difficulties gpplying the new coatings will
result in “severe’ costs. The commenter did not provide cost data.

Response: At proposd, EPA estimated the costs to comply with the rule by using reformulated
coatings, thinners, and cleaning materids. As explained in the technica support document, the cost
estimates included the cost differentid for purchasing lower-HAP coating materids and capital coststo
switch to coating application equipment that may be needed if facilities choose to use waterborne
coating materials. Many plagtic parts coating operations are aready using, and many suppliersare
dready offering low-HAP and non-HAP coating formulations and cleaning solvents. So, it islikely that
many operations could switch to an aready available coating solvent that has been demondtrated in a
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amilar gpplication without incurring high reformulation or testing costs. Other facilities with more
specidized coating requirements may have higher costs for reformulation and testing. The estimated
costs represent average costs that apply to awide range of facilities. It is expected that some facilities
would experience higher costs and others would experience lower cogts than estimated.

As described in the preambles to the proposed and find rules, EPA conducted an economic
andysdisto determine whether the compliance cogts (including use of reformulated coating materials and
monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting costs) would have a significant economic impact. The
analysis showed that the expected price increase for affected plastic parts and products would be less
than 0.1 percent as aresult of the standards. Therefore, we do not expect adverse impacts to occur for
the industries that produce or consume plastic parts and products. The analysis dso estimated that the
regulatory costs represent only 0.25 percent of the value of coating services, which should not cause
producersto cease or dter their coating operations. Hence, no firms or facilities should be at risk of
closure because of the standards.

The commenter has not provided any specific data, information, or analyses to show that
EPA’s estimates of cogts or economic impacts are not accurate or to suggest specific revisonsto the
cost estimates. Therefore, we have not changed the cost estimate between proposa and promulgation,
and we believe the economic impact assessment to be valid.

Comment: To asss the regulated community, the commenter (1V-D-16) requested that the
ruleinclude a lig of organic HAPs smilar to the VOHAP list in Table 2 of 40 CFR 63 subpart 1.

Response: While the rule does not specificdly list organic HAP, there is a complete list of HAP
in section 112 of the CAA. Thisrule regulates those HAP on the list which are organic compounds, a
commonly understood chemistry term. Basically, organic compounds are compounds which contain
carbon. The great mgority of coatings used in plagtic parts and products contain only organic HAP
and no inorganic HAP, soin most cases, dl of the HAP contained in the coatings would be counted in
determining organic HAP content, aslong asthey are present at levels above 0.1 percent for HAP that
are OSHA-defined carcinogens or above 1.0 percent for any other individua HAP. Manufacturers
specifications, such as MSDS, should list the organic HAP contained in coatings purchased by affected
sources. Thefina rule compliance determination sections specify how to determine organic HAP
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content using test methods or manufacturers formulation data. One area of confusion has been the
organic HAP August 21, 2003 content of solvent blends, where manufacturers information may not list
the individua organic HAP. Thefind rule includes tables with default organic HAP contents of
commonly used solvent blends.
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